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PREFACE 
The European Muslims 


At the hand of a great Teacher, Shaykh Abdalgadir Al- 
Murabit, the founder of the first community of European 
Muslims since the expulsion of the Muslims from the 
Iberian peninsula, we, a new generation of Europeans with 
a desire to see further than the obscure perspectives 
offered us by the decadent Christianity and the 
devastating atheism of our time, have encountered in the 
Islam of the first Muslim community of Madina a source 
of inspiration and guidance which enables us to face the 
realities of today. In the figure of Goethe, the European 
and Muslim, we have a precursor and model of the new 
European who opposed the events of the newly born 
French Revolution and who saw beneath the sheep's 


clothing to the perverse spirit of those who inspired and 
engendered this revolution. Goethe saw that beneath the 
slogan of "equality, liberty and fraternity” lay hidden the 
legitimization of usury, the putting into circulation of 
worthless paper-money. After two centuries of usury and 
statism which resulted in the demise of Christian Europe, 
the Muslims now propose to re-establish a Europe both 
free and authentic by means of a new light, the light of 
Islam. 


INTRODUCTION 
The Question of Usury 


The position of Islam is very clear. Usury has been 
prohibited by Allah. This prohibition was transmitted by 
Allah to the Prophet Moses, may Peace be upon him, and 
then also to the Prophet Jesus, may peace be upon him, 
and to the Prophet Muhammad, may peace and blessings 
be upon him. The phenomenon of usury is well known, 
having been condemned by men such as Plato (The Laws, 
c 742) who considered it inimical to the well-being of 
society since it set up a class of rich, usurious creditors 
against a class of poor debtors; as Aristotle (Politics, 1258 
b 1, 2-8); Aristophanes (the Clouds, 1283 ff); and Plutarch 
("Morality” On money lending, 829); as for the Romans 
there were men such as Seneca ("De Beneficiis", VII,X7) or 


Cicero ("De Oficiis", II, XXV, Concerning Cato) who 
compared usury to assassination, even though Roman Law 
(after several unsuccessful attempts to prohibit it) 
tolerated it within certain limits. As for the early Fathers 
of the Christian Church, there were men such as Gregorius 
Nysennas (P.G. 46,434), Juan Chrisostomos (PG 
53,376:57, 61 bis), Augustinus (PL 33,664), Thomas 
Aquinas ("Summa" II-II, question lxxvii, "De Malo" 
question xiii, 1.2a.14) who compared the usurer to 
someone who was trying to sell the wine itself and the use 
of the wine as two separate transactions; or Duns Scotus 
(in IV Sentent", d.15, question 2,nn 17-20 and 26); 
likewise the majority of the Christian Popes and Councils 
held up to 1830 - the year when they began to legalize 
small amounts of interest on loans - see for example Pope 
Benedicto XVI (Encyclical of the Italian bishops of 1745). 
Likewise the Christian kings such as Alfonso the Wise 





(Partidas 1, Titulo XII, Law IX), or Alfonso XI 
(Ordenamiento de Alcala, Titulo XXIII); likewise all the 
Muslim Caliphs for as long as they ruled; likewise modern 
authors such as Goethe ("Faust” part I, act I, scene 2) who 
ridiculed the newly-created paper-money, or Wagner who 
risked his life in combatting usury and the state (See his 
lecture delivered in the revolutionary city of Dresden on 
14th June 1848 in Houston Stewart Chamberlain's book 
"Richard Wagner"), or J.P. Proudhon who considered 
usury the first reason for the paralysis of commercial and 
industrial activities (What is Property? 1841), or Ezra 
Pound who in attacking usury saw himself accused of 
being a traitor in his own country ("Cantos", XLV, XVI). 
The enormous and disgraceful historical (and current) 
exception to this rule is that of the Jews who persisted in 
the perverse Talmudic interpretation of the mosaic laws, 
which permitted them to lend with usury to non-Jews as a 


means of gaining power - a historical fact perfectly 
demonstrated by Werner Sombart in his book "The Jews 
and Economic Life”. 


The transition from the prohibition to the legitimisation 
of usury did not happen overnight, but rather it happened 
in conjunction with the distorting of man's world view. If 
we go back to Aristotle we can see just how cutting his 
condemnation of usury was - he considered that, with 
respect to exchange of goods, the value of the things 
should be identical and that one had to accept that value 
could not be left to man alone (since when this happens, 
things which are very important often assume little worth, 
like water, while things of little importance like diamonds, 
assume great worth), that is to say, the value of a 
commodity should be the same as the mean market value 
of that commodity and that it is not a subjective reflection 


but rather a vital act relating to experience and connected 
to all things and all persons involved in the domain of the 
market. This same opinion was brought to the west by the 
Muslims, among whom was the Qadi Abu Bakr, one of the 
most famous jurists of Andalusia who maintained that 
"Usury is any unjustified increase between the value of the 
goods received and the price of the goods handed over in 
return". Unjustified increase is that which is due to some 
change in the free-market, like for example: the existence 
of monopoly or monopsony, the enforced laying down of 
minimum or maximum prices or the enforced use of one 
particular commodity as money; or which is due to a 
change in the equity of the contract of exchange, for 
example: the imbalance which occurs when money —or 
other commodities meant for consumption and not for 
rent— are rented, the uncertainty in the contract, lotteries 
or gambling, ete. 


During the period of European scholasticism this same 
vision of value held good - as is proved by Thomas 
Aquinas who demanded that there be equality between the 
value of the goods transacted, and who distinguished 
between merchandise which may be hired or rented and 
merchandise which may not (like money for example). The 
practice of usury which had destroyed Rome (see "The 
Greatness and Decay of Rome" by Ferrero), had never 
ceased, but Christian prohibitions prevented the 
phenomenon from developing and in effect it became the 
exclusive domain of the Jews. From the 11th to the 15th 
century, Venice, with its disproportionate number of Jews, 
developed into the most important centre of usury in 
Europe. 


It was here that the first banking institutions based on 


deposit and credit were established - which became the 
models for the future European bankers. The Christian 
reformers, both Luther and Zwingli, condemned usury, 
but the reformer Jean Calvin was the first to raise his voice 
in favour of usury; one century later his disciple Claude 
Saumaire, in his book "Concering Usury" (1638) argued 
that the taking of interest was necessary to achieve 
salvation. 


It was during this age that man's theocentric world of 
being was transformed into the Pauline humanism which 
was to affect all things. The humanistic influence meant 
that value was no longer identified with the market price 
of the transaction but rather translated into an idealized 
figure within the typical rationalist framework of the 
subject/object. As long as the canonical law held sway 
usury was forbidden - even though it was permitted up to 


5% from at least the 16th century in Germany. The great 
change came with the French Revolution with two crucial, 
though rarely mentioned events, in the same year as the 
revolution in the name of Liberty, namely, the official 
circulation for the first time in Europe of paper-money, 
state promissory notes (fr: ‘Assignats’) and the abrogation 
of the prohibition of interest on loans for the first time in 
France in the decree of the 2nd and 3rd of October, 1789. 


The Age of Enlightenment was the period in which the 
great change in man's perception of things took place. 
Abbot Barruel wrote in his "Mémories", with respect to the 
French Revolution: "Three groups characterize the 
revolution; atheists, encyclopaedists and economists." 
Edmund Burke said in his "On the French Revolution”: 
"The age of chivalry has gone. An age of sophists, 
economists and calculators has triumphed; and the glory 


of Europe has been extinguished forever." But who were 
these economists? Abbot Ferdinando Galiano is 
considered to be the first to maintain that the only means 
of valuation is man - for him value is an idea in the mind 
of the individual. Turgot, in his "Valeurs et Monnaies" 
(1786), was the first writer to affirm that, in an exchange, 
each party values that which he receives more than that 
which he gives - which is exactly the opposite of what 
Aristotle thought. His school was to find its greatest 
exponent in Jeremy Bentham, who is considered the 
father of utilitarianism. Bentham called this subjectivist 
concept of value, "utility" - as his saying: “It is in the 
nature of an object that it tends to produce benefit, 
advantage, contentment, good or happiness.’ In 1787 he 
wrote a book explicitly entitled, "Defence of Usury." This 
utilitarian subjectivism allowed them to play with value - 
such that it becomes simply an idea in the mind of 


individuals and likewise the material increment of usury 
becomes no more than an idea in a world of ideas. 


The consequence of this is that all utilitarian theories 
and the modern theories of consumerism which developed 
from them have accepted (or been ignorant of) usury as a 
principal. Thus it was that the economist J.S. Mill could 
proclaim in: "Principles of Political Economics” (1848) 
that the theory of the subject is complete. Following this 
line - in the twentieth century - the Jew and Nobel prize 
winner Paul Samuelson made a significant contribution to 
the matter in his "A note on Pure Theory of Consumer's 
Behaviour" (Economica, n.s., 1938): he presented a theory 
of choice, based on observable data, which has allowed 
successive economists to determine "objectively" the 
valuation and assessment of the people by means of 
statistics - without taking into account the ontological 


difference between this way of treating the act of 
evaluation, that is, as a thing measured in relation to the 
'reified' man, and the act of evaluation, that is in every 
case ‘mine’, my own act, which characterizes the 
evaluation of every free man. 


Another school was that followed by Adam Smith, David 
Ricardo and Karl Marx. They all accepted that there was 
not to be any unjust increment in any transaction. Marx 
accepted that in a just exchange there could be no loss or 
gain. The Jew, Ricardo, similarly came to admit that any 
idea that it was the individual who produced the value of a 
commodity must be rejected - since this would be 
tantamount to negating the reality that the market 
established the price. Adam Smith, considered the father 
of economics, was a Calvinist - and as such a usurer 
doctrinally; his contribution to the theory of value was to 


consider that work is the source of value. 


With Marx, the most influential modern economist, and 
also of Jewish origin, the value of a commodity was 
considered to be the objective form of the social work 
spent in its production and the quantity of value contained 
in it was equivalent to the quantity of work contained in it. 
Marx himself had to recognize that work (real or concrete 
in his vocabulary) could not be used as an elemental 
property according to which the value of all commodities 
could be measured, since each work possessed a distinct 
and real value. He therefore had to formulate the idea of 
two types of nature; a “concrete” and another "abstract" 
form of work contained in commodities ("Capital", p. 441) 
and pointed out that the substance of value is the abstract 
work. There is a fallacy here however: first we have to 
accept that value proceeds from an abstract work without 


any reality and thus is non-scientific and "idealistic"; 
secondly, so that all acts of work possess the same value, it 
would mean that we would all be indifferent as to whether 
we chose one or the other act of work. Not only has this 
idea also has no reality but is terribly dangerous since it 
opens the door to the possibility that this indifference will 
be forced on the people by means of a select group of 
political planners (the Marxist or totalitarian state). 


A more detailed examination of his theories reveals that 
behind his theory of appreciation or surplus value there is 
nothing else but the hiding of usury. First of all he deflects 
the problem of an unjust salary structure which the 
workers feel they are obliged to accept through the threat 
of unemployment - whose origin lies in the usurious 
system and not in the new machines as Ricardo maintains 
- he deflects it to an apparent but not substantiated 


conflict between employers and employees. This raises the 
question: "What are the real reasons for the creation of 
unemployment, if the explanation of Marx, as well as 
Ricardo is false?" Secondly, he ignores all criticism of 
usury, considering the bankers as just another group of 
managers or contactors, who are simply carrying on 
another business. That is why we should not discount the 
rumour that the great banker Rothschild (also a Jew) 
financed his work "Das Kapital" in which appeared the 
most open defence of fantasy money (paper-money) - the 
money with which all the banking houses of Europe had 
enriched themselves: "... in a process which made it 
constantly change hands, it was enough that the money 
existed symbolically. The functional existence absorbed, so 
to speak, its material existence. It is nothing more than an 
objective reflection of the prices of commodities, a 
reflection destined to disappear, serving as a mere 


function, as a sign of itself, it is natural that it could be 
substituted for other signs." The Jewish economist Milton 
Friedman, a Nobel prize-winner who is considered to be 
the father of modern capitalist monetarism, only had to 
continue on the path outlined by Marx with respect to 
money: it is for this reason that we can say that 
monetarism is also Marxism. 

Whatever the direction taken, economics has not gone 
beyond the position of basing itself on a vision of man as a 
functional thing. The slogan if it functions well it is good’ 
has replaced respect for the liberty of man. It is given as 
accepted that someone can guess what the people require, 
just as it is given as understood that someone has the right 
to administer the riches of another even if it is without his 
consent. The right of property has been distorted and the 
act of valuation has been objectivised at the whim of the 
economist. Modern economics has already given abundant 


signs that it is exhausted because it has not been capable 
of understanding either man or the world. The only 
possible reform of the economy must be by way of a return 
to its authentic terrain, which is that of private property as 
understood by our Greek fathers (see "Economicus” by 
Xenophon) - in other words an economy based on the 
private administration of the wealth and goods of each 
person and not an economics based on the administration 
of the wealth of all by politicians. This reflection leads us 
to re-examine the economic conception of the state, in 
which we have been educated. Each one of us alone is the 
legitimate and most adequate person to administrate 
rightly acquired wealth. We do not need the tutorial 
administration of our wealth by state bureaucrats. The 
modern state is an historical product of rationalist 
structuralism, and should be reconverted to the mere 
function of governing without administrating. A just 


government would be based on the dismantling of the 
state structure and the returning to the individual of his 
right to exercise control over property and to spend his 
money as he wishes. To govern is to take care and to 
protect but not to administrate. 


The natural government or Islamic government is the 
Amirate. The Amirate is government without state. It 
protects the right to exercise private ownership legally 
acquired, without robbery or usury - and to evaluate 
freely. The Laws of the Islamic Amirate, can not be other 
that the one given by Allah (shariat), that forbids usury 
and state. 


The concept of value must be understood existentially as 
a part of life, taking place here on earth and not in the 
mental speculations of anyone. Valuation is an act, not a 





thing and this act only in its execution. For example, it 
is enough to determine with a few dates and statistics from 
a past never to be repeated, let alone imposed that the 
amount of coal needed for a certain population is 110 tons. 
The only persons qualified to judge are the people of that 
population - in accordance with what they assess 
experientially in that particular moment. 


If we permit such to happen, if we allow the politicians to 
keep on telling us what it is we want, we allow them to put 
the rope around our own necks. Our rejection of the 
methodology of the science of economics and its already 
invalidated principles should also extend to the false 
verbiage with which the politicians and economists have 
cleverly disguised the crime of usury -in the name of 
"objectivity" and "scientific analysis". The belongings 
which I have acquired honestly through my own efforts 


are my own property and nobody else but myself is 
entitled to dispose of them. As the misunderstood and 
little-known writer J. P. Proudhon has said in his "What is 
Property?" (1841) "Nobody can be forced to buy that which 
he does not want much less be forced to pay for that which 
he has not bought”. 


Islam - Today's Way. 


For fourteen centuries, Islam has shown itself as the 
intransigent enemy of usury and it is emerging today, 
more than ever before as the message of liberation par 
excellence. Which political party is ready to proclaim a 
programme of liberation as radical as the Shari'a of Islam? 
The elimination of all taxes and state controls. The free 
choice of the means of exchange without any imposition 
on behalf of the state. Suspension and prohibition of all 


usurious debts, particularly those with banks and financial 
institutions. These are the slogans of the authentic Islam 
of the first community of Madina which are rising up from 
a new generation of Europeans. 


We as Muslims are destined to struggle against usury 
and the tyranny of the modern state. As Europeans we 
have a commitment to our civilisation which is wakening 
from the dream of modernism. The problems of the 
usurious economy are becoming day by day more 
apparent and more pressing since they are connected to 
the very survival of man and the ecological equilibrium of 
the planet. Today no one has any doubts that the reasons 
for the starvation in the world and the serious de- 
forestation of the tropical rain forests lie primarily in the 
debts of those countries. In the Conference on the 
Environment in Boulder, Colorado, USA in 1988 it was 


concluded: "Why are so many species and environments 
in danger? The principal reason is that in the region of the 
tropics the developing countries are struggling to feed 
their peoples and to raise the money for the payments due 
on their international debts." (Time 2/1/89 p. 22). 


The European Muslims are calling for a radical 
reassessment of the economic and political structures 
which have been given to us - and for us to discover how 
effective these structures are which we have been told exist 
to safeguard liberty, or whether on the contrary they tend 
to imprison man. While the politicians and the bankers 
are planning a single world state with a world bank and a 
single world currency, the Muslims are calling for a 
progressive, systematic and strategic dismantling of the 
usurious system with its imposed money and its 
inequitable methods of business -and its replacement with 


markets that are authentically free and with a currency 
which is freely chosen (chosen in the very exchange made 
on a daily basis), without taxes, controls, usurious profits 
and which we ourselves make a reality. This is the Islam 
which will inevitably come and which Europe has been 
searching for centuries without knowing it. 


1. 


THE END OF ECONOMICS 
An Islamic Critique of Economics 


The European Muslims represent, as Muslims, a 
revitalising movement within Islam which is based on the 
model of the First Muslim Community in Madina, in the 
time of the Prophet, peace be upon him, moreover as 
Europeans they represent the transcending of the nihilistic 
process of modernity with their discovery that there is a 
meaning to life in recognition of Allah. This first position 
indicates the great distance which separates us from the 
decadence of the modern Muslim state and it seeks to 
reignite the flame of an Islam which lies beneath the 
tyrannical forces of these states by means of our firm 


resolution to establish the unique Shari'a of Islam, the 
Shari'a of Madina and our total confidence in Allah. 
Likewise a great distance separates us from the 
debilitating "laissez-penser" of the pseudo intellectualism 
of postmodern Europe and even more from the 
functionalist-scientific orthodoxy of the so-called sciences 
of man which are sold to the masses in the universities - 
while demonstrating at the same time their total 
incapacity to provide any solution to the situation of 
growing ecological, economic, and human chaos as we 
approach the end of the twentieth century. 


What today is called politics - and which has been 
transformed into a science - presents a very different 
understanding of law and government than that which we 
the Muslims have by way of the Shari'a. Politics, having 
reduced man to a mere functional thing, prefers to 


dedicate itself to the efficiency of modern economics. It 
has reduced government to a mere economic function: the 
state. This vision or preconception of politics is the 
opposite of what Islam understands by government or law. 
The Shari'a of Islam which issues from a non-reifying 
understanding of man proclaims the establishment of a 
government which neither permits nor is able to 
administer property which is not its own. It refers to a 
government, a Muslim government, which has no 
resemblance to the structure of the modern constitutional 
state. The failure and breakdown of the system of the 
modern state has led to the loss of all credibility in the 
science of economics. We, as Muslims, carry with us -in 
place of a "state economy" which enslaves and usurps by 
forcible administration of our property - an economy 
according to its original Greek meaning which is not from 
the state but rather from the individual, an economy 


which devolves administration of property to the 
individual beyond any state intervention. The Muslims 
believe that the discovery of the authentic Shari'a of Islam 
will prove to be a fresh and revitalising force for a Europe 
preoccupied with the decadent structures of modern 
economics which lie before it. 


Thus as Muslims of Europe, we affirm our resolute 
intention to devolve on the individual the government of 
his own affairs and for this reason we conceive the first 
task to be the re-establishment of an authentic market 
based on the two fundamental existential principles of 
liberty and equity. 


Consequently we proclaim: 
1. Authentic freedom in trade. 
2 Equity in the commercial contract. 


1. Authentic freedom in trade 

Total freedom in trade consists in the existential and not 
merely rhetorical freedom of rivalry and competition, that 
is, the capacity of each person or group to produce and 
exchange goods belonging to them at a community- 
accepted and equitable price with any other person or 
group. This implies the elimination of all market controls 
which have transformed the market into a usurious 
system. The re-establishment of an authentic and free 
market is based on: 
a) The freedom to choose the medium of exchange. 
b) The elimination of all taxes. 
c) The elimination of imposed price-control. 
d) The elimination of all types of monopoly. 


a) The freedom to choose the medium of exchange: - 


instead of the imposition of a money based on pieces of 
worthless paper, a money whose exclusive right of 
production is enjoyed both by the state banks and by the 
private banks who find their legitimacy perforce through 
the state. 


The imposition of this bank-money is one of the most 
efficient systems of enforcing control enjoyed by the 
banks: they can determine the value of the money which 
we have earned through working by simply being able to 
create more money - while offering us no alternative but to 
accept it as the only legal currency within the territories of 
the state. The banks have the privilege of being allowed to 
lend money in quantities up to 50 times greater than they 
actually hold (see Chapter 3: How does a Bank Work?) 
moreover, it must be noted that each time more money is 
printed - money which we are forced to accept - two 


immediate consequences result, whether or not we are 
conscious of them: 


1.- Those who are forced to use this money discover that 
the value (the price) of this state money - when they seek 
to acquire it through work - is greater than the value of 
this same money when they go to spend it. This process is 
slow but overwhelming, with the result that it is constantly 
taking away a portion of a person's wealth trying to save 
that money - until it amounts to a great sum (the 
economists refer to this legalized robbery by the neutral 
term inflation’). In this way, the worker who has 
dedicated the whole of his life to work, does not 
understand how at the end of his productive life he 
possesses nothing while the economists who carry on 
enriching themselves tell him that it is his fault because he 
has not saved his money - even though they know that the 


more he saves the more value he loses. 


2. Those who possess the privilege of printing money 
gain by virtue of the very act of creating the money out of 
nothing. Thus on the one hand the state can finance its 
fabulous projects in the false name of everyone, despite 
the fact that we know that the state does not consist of 
everyone but rather represents by its own nature a private 
entity (the fact of deciding is of necessity a private affair be 
it on the part of one person or a collective) and on the 
other hand the banks, be they private or state-owned, can 
lend money usuriously - without them having to possess 
the money that they lend, but with the borrower actually 
having to pay the interest on the loan while remaining 
without the same right to create money. So is set up 
thereby the most fabulous swindle, one known since the 
time of Goethe, and about which he gave forewarning in 


"Faust": "May it be known to all those who desire it that 
this slip of paper is worth 1000 crowns. As a certain 
pledge of these crowns we assign to it the inestimable 
wealth which lies buried in the imperial domains; this is a 
convenient expedient. Until such time as it will have been 
unearthed, the real treasure will serve as compensation for 
this paper." J.P. Proudhon presents his resolution of this 
in the story of "a peasant who, in confession, confesses to 
having torn up a document in which he acknowledges that 
he owed 100 escudos. The confessor says to him: 'You 
should pay back those 100 escudos.' The peasant 
responded by, saying: `I shall only pay back what the 
sheet of paper was worth on which the debt was recorded.’ 
- (What is Property? 1841). 


The social consequence of this process is the creation of 
an artificial social class of retired pensioners who are 


obliged to live at the expense of the state - because of what 
it has robbed from them during their productive life. This 
phenomenon supposes an inversion of the social order - 
thus, instead of someone becoming richer the more he has 
worked, nowadays we find after a life of work, this 
individual, instead of hoping that his sons will come to 
him to ask of him money - as would normally be the case - 
the exact opposite happening: since the pensioners have 
nothing and are in debt because of the insufficiency of 
their pensions the majority of such persons have to go to 
their sons who are often in a worse situation than they are 
- although at least as long as they have a salary which they 
can spend immediately they will not realise that they are 
involved in the same process as their fathers. On the other 
hand, the existence of this mass of social beggars - for 
whose creation this same state is responsible - serves as a 
perfect justification for the continuation of the system 


while at the same time it mortgages away the succeeding 
generation, that of the sons. 


In the meantime the bankers and their allies, the 
politicians, enrich themselves by means of this money-tax. 
This system perpetuates itself because of the value that 
each one of us gives to this paper each time we exchange it 
for a real commodity. They have taught us to think that 
paper is the only money or the one that functions the best. 
This imposed choice of money cannot be justified in terms 
of efficiency since underlying this choice is something 
more fundamental, namely the inherent freedom of each 
person to evaluate. The correct and only alternative 
consists in allowing the free choice of which merchandise 
should be used as a medium of exchange. We know that 
when such conditions exist in free markets the majority of 
persons normally choose precious metals which, being 


rare, are easily identifiable and divisible and offer the best 
means of exchange. The liberalisation of money means 
allowing these citizens who no longer wish to be swindled 
by the bank to choose an alternative money. What we 
know is, is that when people were free, they chose gold 
and silver. 


b) The elimination of all taxes on trade: Trade can never 
become material for the imposition of taxes - since there 
can be no justifiable reason for making the one who trades 
more pay more - for contrary to what one might think a 
trade-tax does not necessarily imply that the more wealth 
a person has, the more burdened with taxes he becomes. 
The effect of imposing tax is the artificial raising of prices 
which in turn affects in a negative way those who possess 
less. 


The establishment of taxes can have no possible 
justification in the idea of the need for social security, 
much less in the idea of a compulsory kind of charity. The 
purchase of services and technical means - which are 
aimed at the benefit of the people - can never be evaluated 
and assessed by any political figure as correctly as the 
people can do themselves. The presumption that one 
knows what the people want - based on statistical methods 
taken from the past or present, and on the idea of an 
objective evaluation - presupposes that man is an object or 
a measurable thing: on the contrary it must be realised 
that actions such as evaluation are not things, but rather, 
as actions only ‘exist’ when they are practised. Thus the 
act of evaluation is the right of each individual and as 
such, unattainable by any numerical or mathematical 
representation - as is suggested by the positive post- 
Kantian sciences (for a further study of this theme see: 


"Kant and the problem of Metaphysics” by Martin 
Heidegger). 


If in effect they are the very technical means and services 
which the people want then there is no doubt that the 
people will themselves decide to buy them. If this is not 
the case, and the politicians have made a mistake, then the 
people will not buy them or will simply buy something 
else. This could mean that one group chooses one set of 
services and another group another set of services and yet 
another group another set, or it could also mean that some 
decide spontaneously to group together in a certain way 
for some things and in another for other things. It is 
evident that without taxes this spontaneous grouping will 
produce forms with a structure and character which are 
very different from those we have to put up with today. 


The centralization of taxes brings with it the artificial 
dislocation of the social services which are bought with 
these taxes since they are spent without any connection to, 
or real assessment of, the real needs of the people. The 
actual systems of communication and roads, of health, will 
thus take on dimensions which correspond to the 
assessment of those dimensions made on behalf of their 
future users. Not even an army is a justification for taxes 
imposed on the rest of the people. Warfare is an action 
which involves each of us in a way which is as specific and 
necessary to us as talking and eating; moreover, just as a 
person will prepare himself in the best possible manner in 
order to achieve a goal, so preparation in the best manner 
will only be made when someone acquires the 
responsibility of warfare. The right to make warfare 
cannot be alienated from us, although what happens today 
- in our being forcibly prevented from bearing arms - is 


the same as what happened to the slaves of ancient 
Greece. Thus the service of war rendered by the soldier 
and the arms which he uses belong of necessity to 
someone in particular - be it the soldier himself or another 
person or persons. When this other person or group of 
persons buys the service of the mercenary army then this 
latter puts itself at their disposal and in accordance to 
their particular demands; so it does not matter who 
executes the action since the one who decides is in fact the 
real owner or disposer. Whether the one who decides is an 
individual, or a group of persons or politicians, it does not 
alter the fact that the structure which utilizes the army in 
order to enforce payment of a tax - to maintain this army 
or for other expenses -is a tyranny. 


There are many people however who admit that this 
modern system of tyranny is more efficient than chaos 


(Socrates had already warned that all democracies which 
end up by turning into tyrannies are themselves also 
tyrannies). If we free ourselves from this form of thinking 
- which seeks, above all, efficiency (and which of necessity 
will bring themselves decide to buy them. If this is not the 
case, and the politicians have made a mistake, then the 
people will not buy them or will simply buy something 
else. This could mean that one group chooses one set of 
services and another group another set of services and yet 
another group another set, or it could also mean that some 
decide spontaneously to group together in a certain way 
for some things and in another for other things. It is 
evident that without taxes this spontaneous grouping will 
produce forms with a structure and character which are 
very different from those we have to put up with today. 


The centralization of taxes brings with it the artificial 


dislocation of the social services which are bought with 
these taxes since they are spent without any connection to, 
or real assessment of, the real needs of the people. The 
actual systems of communication and roads, of health, will 
thus take on dimensions which correspond to the 
assessment of those dimensions made on behalf of their 
future users. Not even an army is a justification for taxes 
imposed on the rest of the people. Warfare is an action 
which involves each of us in a way which is as specific and 
necessary to us as talking and eating; moreover, just as a 
person will prepare himself in the best possible manner in 
order to achieve a goal, so preparation in the best manner 
will only be made when someone acquires the 
responsibility of warfare. The right to make warfare 
cannot be alienated from us, although what happens today 
- in our being forcibly prevented from bearing arms - is 
the same as what happened to the slaves of ancient 


Greece. Thus the service of war rendered by the soldier 
and the arms which he uses belong of necessity to 
someone in particular - be it the soldier himself or another 
person or persons. When this other person or group of 
persons buys the service of the mercenary army then this 
latter puts itself at their disposal and in accordance to 
their particular demands; so it does not matter who 
executes the action since the one who decides is in fact the 
real owner or disposer. Whether the one who decides is an 
individual, or a group of persons or politicians, it does not 
alter the fact that the structure which utilizes the army in 
order to enforce payment of a tax - to maintain this army 
or for other expenses -is a tyranny. 


There are many people however who admit that this 
modern system of tyranny is more efficient than chaos 
(Socrates had already warned that all democracies which 


end up by turning into tyrannies are themselves also 
tyrannies). If we free ourselves from this form of thinking 
- which seeks, above all, efficiency (and which of necessity 
will bring about collapse and failure because of the 
implicit rupture of the objective-subjective judgment with 
reality itself) then we will be able to bring to the fore as a 
basis and principle - the being that each one of us really is 
(Dasein in the Heideggerian model). 


Man is master and lord of his own person - congenitally 
(thanks to the power that Allah has delegated to him); if 
he is deprived of his authority and is compelled to deviate 
from his elevated destiny of lordship then he abandons 
himself to degradation and loses his vital vigour - to such a 
degree that he loses interest in his own procreation. Every 
people that chooses the humiliation of paying tribute 
instead of facing battle (against a coercive and oppressive 


regime) and death, if necessary, is a conglomeration of 
being which has lost its noble qualities and has resigned 
itself to the degradation and disintegration of its spirit of 
solidarity and independence. The decision to fight is, like 
all decision making, a private affair and every formation 
into a group in order to fight implies a prior promise of 
allegiance which effectively authorizes and installs another 
form of decision-making - the leader or Amir. 


In Islam there is no state (administration) but 
government (Amirate). The function of the government is 
not to usurp the wealth of the people but the opposite - to 
guarantee that it is not usurped, either by force or by 
usury. There are no taxes in Islam. We all know the 
exclamation of the Prophet of Allah, may the Peace and 
blessing of Allah be upon him: "May Allah preserve us 
from taxes." When he was asked why he had made such an 





exclamation he replied: "The man who pays taxes is in the 
habit of telling lies: he makes promises because he has no 
other possibility of action". In Islam the only obligatory 
payment is the Zakat, although it is not a state tax in the 
way that is understood today. The Zakat has not been 
established in order to satisfy the desires of any man, even 
less a politician, but rather, like the prayer, it is an ibada, 
an act of worship, and is demanded by the One Who can 
demand it, namely Allah. Basically it consists in the 
payment of 2.5% of wealth which has not been used and 
which has remained untouched for at least a year; it is 
collected and distributed within 24 hours for the benefit of 
persons who have been stipulated by the Law, in short, 
those in need. Apart from this, no other payment may be 
demanded of people by force and thus all social initiatives 
are generated from the spontaneity of the people - which is 
the only way in which charity can be understood - since 


there is no better person to decide on one's affairs than 
that person himself. 


c) The Elimination of imposed price-control: - This is 
based on the rationale that the just price may be 
determined only by the natural laws of supply and 
demand. The imposition of minimum and maximum 
prices, or even worse, of fixed prices, naturally favours the 
poorer quality products in times of scarcity since these 
acquire an artificial value equal to products of good quality 
without regard for the value given to them by the market 
in unregulated circumstances; while in time of abundance 
such products are destroyed even when there are people 
who not being able to afford the fixed price, are prepared 
to pay a cheaper price. The most pathetic case of this 
phenomenon is the control exercised over workers by the 
imposition of minimum salaries, which has been 


presented to us as the solution to the problem of 
insufficient salaries; but which in fact it is nothing more 
than a means employed by the politicians who find it 
easier to confront the pressure of the unions than to 
confront the deeper causes of the constricted labour 
market - which is both the source of the great mass of 
unemployed and the reason for the employees’ acceptance 
of ridiculous salaries. Thus because of the terms in which 
the conflict between the politicians and the unions is 
presented, the root of the problem remains untouched, 
indeed it is obscured from view. 


Now in this respect two distinctly different problems 
must be recognised with respect to the imposition of 
minimum salaries: 


$: The cause of the unjust salaries is not 


eliminated. 
2 That minimum salaries worsen the problem 
of unemployment. 


1. The cause of the unjust salaries will not be eliminated 
with the imposition of minimum wages but rather it will 
only improve the situation of those who are employed to 
the exclusion of any benefits for those who are not. The 
cause of unemployment is the unfair competition in the 
business of artificially renting out money - that is usury - 
vis-a-vis fair and honourable business. Moreover, it is not 
only due to the unfair competition of the usurious banking 
business, unfair because it is reaping benefit from 
something which is of service to no one, namely the 
renting of money for interest, despite the fact that money, 
of its nature, cannot be rented (see Chapter Two: "The 
Hirable and Rentable Nature of Commodities") but it is 


also due above all to the fact that the market in which the 
people compete by investing their money is dramatically 
restricted by the artificial productivity of the money itself - 
that is to say nobody is going to invest his money in a 
business which is going to produce less than the amount of 
interest offered by the banks (those who loan up to fifty 
times more will receive an amount of interest which is 
correspondingly higher). For example, an investor with a 
possibility of investing in a textile factory employing 10 
people and who estimates the profit on his investment to 
be 4%, will not invest if the private or state bank offers 
him 10%; in this way the ten job positions disappear and 
the potential business entrepreneur becomes a client of 
the usurious bank. 


2. The establishment of a minimum wage does not solve 
the problem of unemployment, rather it makes it worse 


since many people who could be employed even in return 
for a small wage (i.e. below the proposed minimum wage) 
would prefer to be employed in doing nothing; moreover 
many jobs of minor importance (either because of the time 
required to fulfil them or because of the very nature of the 
work itself) will not be created, those which would have 
served to cover the needs of people who because of 
physical impediments or simply because of the availability 
of time not be able to undertake more sophisticated 
activities. The struggle of the unions for the raising of 
minimum wages shows itself not only as not being in 
sympathy with their struggle but also as being profoundly 
at odds with the interest of the workers. By this we do not 
wish to negate the sincere conviction in the value of work 
as expounded by many trade unionists but rather we 
would maintain that their struggle has been, and is even 
more so today, superseded by events, and that the Marxist 


conviction in the necessity of this struggle is of no further 
use since it belongs to a moment in the historical past in 
which man was seen more as a functional thing than as a 
free being. 


d) The elimination of all types of monopoly or exclusive 
rights to produce or sell a specific commodity, be it 
through state intervention or through a cornering of the 
market: - As such this implies the freedom to produce 
articles with the clear benefit of all in mind, both 
producers and consumers. The most important modern 
monopoly is the state itself, which, with the well-worn 
phrase "in the name of the people", reserves for itself, or 
for its carefully screened ‘privatised companies’, the 
exclusive right of production and sale of products which 
are so vital for the functioning of society, like for example 
the majority of those products connected with energy (gas, 


petrol, electricity, etc.) or with transport (trains, road 
networks) or communications (postal services) or 
connected with security - since citizens cannot buy or sell 
arms, nor even possess them - (the police and army and, 
disgracefully, also the criminal, being the only people who 
can). 


However the most serious of all the monopolies - even 
though it is difficult to recognise it, so used are we to its 
existence - is that of the exclusive rights of patent or 
copyright. Nevertheless it was recognised as a crime when 
it appeared for the first time in France in the second half 
of the 19th century, as is demonstrated by the title of the 
book by the parliamentarian J.P. Proudhon, " Les 
majorats littéraires: An examination of the proposed Law 
which aims to create a perpetual monopoly for the benefit 
of authors, inventors and artists" (1862). In any event, the 


popular spirit of rebellion and the growing understanding 
of technological development by its users makes it easier 
to prevent state controls over the production of goods. 


2. Equity in the commercial contract. 

All the conditions described above are also conditions for 
the equality of a commercial transaction. The concrete 
condition which renders the same commercial contract 
fair and just is the equality of the values of the goods 
which are exchanged. This equality of values consists 
simply in the fact that the value (or average price in the 
market) of the goods handed over is identical to the value 
of the goods received. The just contract is called a 
transaction, as the opposite is called usury, usury being so 
defined through an increase between the value of the 
goods handed over and the corresponding value of the 
goods received. The establishment of the equity of the 


contract implies first of all that the atmosphere in which 
the contract is made is a free market (according to the 
above -mentioned conditions) and it also implies: 


a) The treatment of each commodity according to its 
nature. 

b) The exact delineation of the quantity, quality and price. 
c) The authenticity of the transaction. 


a) The treatment of each commodity according to its 
nature, that is to say: the consumer commodities (or 
fungibles) like an apple, raw materials, gold (money), 
silver (money), etc. can be sold but cannot be rented, but 
the commodities for use (or non-fungibles), like a car, a 
horse, a piece of land, etc. can be sold or rented (see 
Chapter Two: "The Hirable and Rentable Nature of 
Commodities"). This correct treatment of commodities 





thus prevents the most destructive of the usurious 
practices which is THE RENTING OF MONEY. 


Money is a consumer commodity, that is to say, its 
utilisation implies its total consumption, the principal use 
of money is to serve as a means of exchange but in the act 
of using this money the commodity is spent. It is similar to 
the apple, which is also a commodity of consumption, 
since the use of the apple is consumed or is transformed 
when it is used. But it is distinct from a house, which is a 
commodity of use since the utility of the house can be 
divided into partial uses which can be rented while still 
conserving the utility of the house or only partially 
diminishing it. 


The renting of money, however, consists in the taking of 
a quantity of this money. It can also be defined as the 


"lending" of money to a business in which a 
predetermined quantity of money or interest is payed as a 
result of that business. It is unjust, since money, like any 
other commodity of consumption, lacks the quality of 
being able to be rented or partially used, and as such can 
be sold but not rented. With respect to money as a 
lendable commodity it must be remembered that the only 
justifiable increase of return or refund comes from the 
establishment of a business. However, by the very nature 
of business itself it cannot always guarantee a profit still 
less a predetermined amount of profit. It is for this reason 
that it is unbalanced if one of the parties assures itself of a 
profit without having to rely on the hoped-for results of 
the business. On the contrary what characterises this type 
of contract is the careful choice of business in which, and 
person with whom, one wishes to make the investment. 


Even if it is usual to hear the cynical propaganda of the 
banks when they say that they are helping small 
businesses, an examination of their activity reveals that in 
no way do they help. Rather, they live parasitically off the 
businessman. The usurer is not interested in the business 
but only in whether he can take his interest. There can be 
no talk of help when they demand profit without even 
knowing if their help is going towards producing the 
hoped for results. The person who sincerely wants to help 
knows that first of all he must know the business. If he has 
confidence in it he can invest, and if not, then he can 
choose not to do it or simply lend the money without 
taking part in the business, demanding only the return of 
his money. But what the banks do cannot be considered as 
"helping". They lend money not to the good business but 
to the good liability. By promoting thus good liabilities 
and not businesses, the banks have assured for 


themselves, independently of the results of the business, a 
usurious fixed profit. 


The effect of renting money goes beyond the limits of the 
contract. The very fact that it happens and is permitted 
with impunity sets off a series of destabilising effects on 
the whole market which ends up being transformed into a 
usurious system. Usury of its nature always tends to 
multiply itself. The renting of money is always a good 
"business" since there are always persons who need money 
or businesses which do not find investors because they do 
not stimulate sufficient confidence, or politicians who 
wish to spend on "social necessities". Once the renting of 
money has been established, its effects cannot be hidden. 
The renting of money alters the nature of money (being no 
longer a commodity of consumption, and therefore non- 
rentable) it is transformed artificially into a commodity of 


use and becomes rentable. Despite this, the intrinsic 
qualities of the money are not altered, but continue to be 
money in the same manner, despite the fact that the type 
of money may change, that is to say today as with three 
hundred years ago money continues to be a commodity 
without any other use but to serve consumption or as a 
means of exchange - but without being used in any partial 
way - which is characteristic of a true commodity of use. 


This artificial productivity of money, by way of the 
renting of the money, is like giving something in exchange 
for nothing; this of necessity affects the rest of the 
commodities and businesses - which are a just and 
honourable part of the market - because they are all 
connected by virtue of the competitive interaction of all 
products in the market. This artificially productive money 
competes with all the other rentable commodities and 


businesses - but then because of the inexorable rules of the 
market, money will tend to replace all those commodities 
whose rentable value is inferior to that of money - since no 
one will produce or buy a commodity whose profit yields 
less than the result of putting money in the bank; likewise 
no one will invest in a business in which he expects to have 
a lower return in profit than that which he would receive 
from the bank - without incurring any risks of loss. As a 
consequence we have replaced commodities and 
businesses which offer a social service with a commodity 
which offers no social service - namely money. To this 
imbalance there are added others - since the impossibility 
of creating new business leads to unemployment, which in 
turn leads to the intervention of the state, which in turn 
prints more money, which then produces inflation; which 
in turn produces general impoverishment, etc. To mention 
at least the most important among these effects: 


1 The renting of money is the unique cause of 
unemployment. 

₪ The renting of money produces business 
gigantism and technological standardization. 

g: The renting of money produces a massive 
and growing indebtedness. 


1 THE RENTING OF MONEY IS THE 
UNIQUE CAUSE OF UNEMPLOYMENT. 


Unemployment is nowadays considered by many 
economists to be a structural defect which we must get 
used to. It is disgraceful that the economists who think in 
this way do not go on to explain whether unemployment is 
due to the fact that work has been exhausted, no longer 
exists, or "perhaps there is nothing left to do and 


everything is being done by other men or machines". In 
fact, unemployment also exists in countries which have 
many needs - including hunger - and hunger itself is a 
proof of this unemployment. Unless we consider the 
unemployed person to be the one who has everything and 
therefore does not want to work - which is a false 
definition anyway - then we will have to recognise that 
work still remains to be done but that the problem is the 
existence of a series of unnatural conditions which 
constrict trade and which invariably are symptoms of a 
single disease - that of usury. If we present graphically the 
number of possible businesses in relation to the return on 
investment and then add the line that represents the rate 
of 
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interest that the banks offer for the money, we see: 


that there is a very small number of businesses that 
can produce a high return on investment, but any more 


with a small return on investment, and that the majority of 
possible businesses exist with only a small return on 
investment, whose numbers are naturally controlled by 
the market itself. But when we introduce the artificial 
productivity of money, all the possible business below that 
return of investment will not be able to survive: 


— the investment for the creation of this type of 
business will be diverted to the banks. 

— those businesses already existing under that 
small return will be lead to dissolve themselves 
and go to the banks. 

— the improvement of these businesses will not 
exist, except for some suicidal adventures by 
certain businessmen who overestimate their 
ability to pay the unpayable and always 
increasing interest of the bank. 


The result is that the small business (small return of 
investment) will disappear and the business market will be 
shrunk. Therefore, employment and the possibility of self- 
employment will be shrunk as well. Even if the rate of 
interest is small the majority of possible businesses will 
disappear. It is usury which is the unique cause of 
unemployment, not machinery or technology as the 
economists present it. Formal analysis of the problem of 
unemployment by the economist and syndicalist regards 
the question merely at a "functional level". Usury is 
already admitted to be a given. But by admitting usury 
they have to admit an endemic unemployment (on a world 
basis), and therefore the "unfortunate" condition of the 
salaried worker who has no other choice. The compulsion 
of a salary can only be regarded, as it was seen by Socrates, 
as a form of slavery. This slavery cannot be reformed, as 


the trade unions pretend, it can only be smashed by the 
abolition of usury. 


2 THE RENTING OF MONEY PRODUCES 
BUSINESS GIGANTISM AND 
TECHNOLOGICAL STANDARDIZATION. 


An immediate consequence of the artificial productivity 
of money is business gigantism. It is quite obvious by 
looking at the graph that only those businesses that can 
surpass the barrier of the rate of interest (price of money) 
will be able to survive. Not just because of their own 
strength but because they are helped by the elimination of 
the strong competitiveness of the small business. Even a 
small business that is more flexible to change which can be 
more efficient on a small scale will be destroyed 
structurally by the renting of money. This will put the 


solidification of the distribution nexus more and more into 
the hands of gigantic entities. Therefore, the result is the 
rigidification of the business market for the benefit of the 
gigantic corporations. 


The same can be said about the commodities being 
produced inside this usurious system. The technology that 
will be able to appear will necessarily have to have a 
sufficient profit by itself. This causes the destruction of 
small scale technology as "progress" is conducted through 
an artificial path of progress to the standardization of 
products. Since the productive money represents a 
competitive barrier the products that are produced under 
this condition will have to guarantee a certain level of 
profit. The consequence is that an insufficient demand for 
a particular product will not be able to generate the 
necessary level of return on investments and so will 


disappear. The usurious system constrains technological 
process through a narrow and standardized path. The 
particular demand will not count enough. It is at this point 
that the technological progress is inverted: instead of 
serving mankind, mankind will have to adjust itself to 
what is being offered to it logically. The same technology 
in Germany as in Malaysia does not make sense: different 
people, different climate, but the technology is forced to be 
the same. The standardization of products and processes 
is part of the unnatural effect of usury. 


3 THE RENTING OF MONEY PRODUCES A 
MASSIVE AND GROWING. 
INDEBTEDNESS 


The third consequence is the massive indebtedness 
caused by a combination of the act of renting out money 


with the imposition of an artificial money which only the 
usurious bankers have the capacity to produce. The 
combination of these two elements is what characterises 
the banking business. It is permitted for the banks to lend 
money that they do not possess (see Chapter 3: "How does 
a bank work?") such that although the usual ratio between 
capital and loans is 1:20 it can reach 1:50 as in the case of 
the French state banks: this means that for every 50 francs 
lent only 1 is real; it also means that 98% of the money 
that they loan out does not exist in liquid assets. If we 
transpose these figures into the context of the national 
debt of a country - and in particular those countries of the 
so-called third world, it means, for example, that of money 
that a French bank lends to a country like Senegal, 98% of 
the amount does not exist in liquid assets (although this 
does not mean that the bank possesses no liquid assets 
since the rest of the sister-banks or the national Bank of 


France are ready to come to the aid of its commercial 
banks at any moment). From this we are able to identify 
two consequences: 


I) The money of the debt itself does not exist. In effect, 
merely numbers floating in a computer which by a magical 
process, reminiscent of the ancient rites of magical power, 
is transformed into a curse which can only be lifted when 
these countries pay a forfeit by mortgaging their natural 
resources as if they were the "belongings" of an entire 
nation. The banks lend - with money that they do not 
possess - to states already corrupt or which become 
corrupt in the process and which besides do not represent 
the people thus condemning them to a life of misery and 
hunger. The economists say that this would not exist but 
for the existence of corruption in these countries but they 
do not say that the banks themselves are the corruption 


since they are making a profit from money which has no 
existence other than in the computer. If we calculate what 
the actual interest received by the bank from the money 
invested in this manner is, then the figures are extremely 
revealing. The return of 5% in interest on a loan of which 
only 2% is real (that is to say that one out of every 50 
francs for example is real or is actually possessed 
physically) then this means a profit of 5% x 50 = 250% on 
the capital invested. In other words, the best business 
imaginable out of nothing. 


II) The second consequence is that the debt grants a real 
form of power - the power of intervention of those banks 
in the economies of those countries - so much so it can call 
into question the very sovereignty of a nation. As a result 
of such debt, tropical countries are suffering a savage 
deforestation - with all the implications of imbalance in 


the eco-systems and climate. But while everyone blames 
the other - especially the action of the governments of 
these countries - who are just as corrupt there as they are 
here, nobody dares to raise a voice against the crime of 
banking. Millions of people are enslaved by their respect 
for laws and directives which the banks, with the help and 
collaboration of certain politicians have created, while 
only the currencies of the strong countries are accepted 
internationally as valid payment. The exchange of 
valueless pieces of paper is permitted with impunity - 
pieces of paper which only the banks can create and on the 
basis of the true wealth of the indebted countries: all this 
is done in the same way as when the Spanish changed 
mirrors for gold, silver and raw materials in their colonial 
era in America. Today, well prepared bankers sell their 
imaginary and non-existent numbers for the burden of a 
debt that guarantees them all the wealth of the nation. The 


final result of this is a major accumulation of wealth in the 
banks which themselves the money of the countries by 
means of which the debt is paid. 


Exactly the same thing that happens with nations also 
happens with people, for example it has been calculated 
that the total debt of private individuals’ in England with 
the commercial banks is equivalent to the total debt of 
Brazil. The ‘easy’ money with which the banks incite 
people to spend by means of credit cards or cheques - 
which are not really means of credit but rather mere 
numbers and electronic impulses in the computer, which 
allow the clients to become indebted with a money that the 
lenders do not even possess (or at least, only to a very 
small degree) and without the lenders putting their own 
liquid assets at risk. It is by means of this easy money that 
the banks can interfere more and more in the life of the 


individual - just as they do in the case of the third-world 
countries. The result, which is more and more manifest 
every day, is that a growing number of people, by virtue of 
mortgages, credit and debt, find that they are working for 
the most part to pay off the bank; it is at this moment that 
the enslavement of these people manifests as the fatal 
consequence of this magical process of numbers: and thus 
the adherent of this cult is obliged to comply in a manner 
which is stricter and more rigorous than any other cult. 


b) The exact delineation of the quantity, quality and 
price of the goods which are exchanged in every 
commercial contract. This means that the goods that are 
going to be exchanged must be fully identifiable during the 
contract; moreover if a merchandise has a quality or 
characteristic which renders it particular in some way - 
and is a quality which is not visibly obvious, like for 





example some deficiency in the product, then it must be 
made clear before the making of the contract; if on the 
other hand this does not happen then the contract is 
invalidated by virtue of this imbalance between the two 
parties of the contract. 
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Usury exists when there is any uncertainty in a contract, 
that is a contract, made without specifying the quantity, 
quality or price of the goods which are exchanged. 


Included in these kinds of transaction would be: the sale 
of the contents of a sack which are unknown, or the sale of 
apples in a tree which is still in flower, or any game 
involving a bet or lottery. The lack of equality with regard 
to such transactions is due to the unjustified increase 
which one of the parties can receive or will receive 


between the handing over and the receiving. 


The modern form of lottery which mathematically 
guarantees a profit for the organisers is usury which 
exploits and awakens the avaricious desire to win great 
quantities of money without any effort and often takes 
advantage of the desperation of those who possess less or 
see less alternatives to their situation. 


From it comes the certain poison that is injected into the 
person who is making bets - not only from his habit of 
betting but also by way of the vision which he creates of 
money and how money is earned and which will then be 
projected onto a distorted vision of the world; moreover 
what happens inevitably from this when it is legalized is 
that it has the effect of replacing all those fair and 
honourable businesses which produce an authentic profit 


for the people. That is to say, that the lotteries replace 
honest businesses which can no longer compete with the 
usurious hoax. The fallacy of social good which many of 
these lotteries and raffles proclaim should not be confused 
with the noble gesture of charity, that is charity which is 
not a game of lottery. The introduction of a usurious 
contract between the two parties means that the real 
meaning of contract is broken and that it becomes neither 
charity nor commerce, but rather pure avarice in which 
the two parties both hope that by the lottery they will 
receive more than they have given; the profit of this 
relationship disappears and the relationship is corrupted. 


Nevertheless, the lotteries, even though they transfer 
great sums of money to the usurers’ pockets, are not the 
most serious of usurious contracts involving uncertainty - 
the most serious of these contracts, by sheer volume, is the 


game of the Stock Exchange. We say ‘game’ deliberately, 
since it is the function which best characterises this class 
of contract. Two aspects at least may be distinguished in 
the business of the Stock Exchange: 


I. That the buying of a share or a number of shares below 
a controlling stake in a company is not equal to the buying 
of active participating control or co-ownership of that 
company. This means that the person who buys these 
stock-market shares does not have the right of decisions 
over a business - and he is made an owner only on paper. 
This is due to a perfidious distortion of the right of 
ownership, which has been transformed into a concept 
without reality since ownership is not simply a title 
without the capacity to decide over goods which one 
possesses as property, rather ownership of a business 
means the capacity to make decisions concerning that 


business. 


THE CONTRACT 
OF CO-OWNERSHIP 


Ownership is not a mere right, it is an act. Therefore the 
act of ownership consists in being able to decide over 
something. It is clear that ownership is always private 
(see: Chapter 4 "The Qirad"). The person (or group of 
persons) that decides is in fact the owner, and nobody 
else. Two fundamental conditions of co-ownership that 
guarantee the ownership of all its members have to be 
accomplished in the contract before any other 
consideration (i.e. how it should function). These two are: 


A). All the co-owners have the same status as 
owners independently of their share in the 


property. 


B). The results due to the owners are shared 
according to the partition of each share in respect 
to the total property. 


Thus, on the basis of co-ownership the business has to be 
arranged in such a way that before any investment the 
prospective investor knows what he is investing in; how 
much he is investing and until when. But, when the 
commercial strategy of the business is not determined at 
the moment of the contract for the share-holders and the 
deciding of this strategy is reserved for the majority 
shareholders, then what happens is that: first the minority 
share-holders are not co-owners in any meaningful sense, 
since they do not decide; secondly, the majority share- 
holders are the true owners - be they either one single 


person or a small group in league with each other. This 
demonstrates the impossibility of trying to apply 
democratic philosophy to part-ownership. 


Even when the majority is dispersed among various 
independent persons, any decision made by a vote will 
necessarily imply decision against some of these supposed 
co-owners, thus we can say that not all the voters are in 
fact "real" owners. To say that the owner of the share can 
decide to accept the contract he wants is nothing more 
than a clouding over of the issue. If one looks at it clearly, 
the question which is of importance to us is not that 
someone can decide to accept the contract he wants but 
rather whether such a contract allows him to decide what 
he wants. What we say is, is that implicit in co-ownership, 
there are no majority or minority share-holders but rather 
a situation where everyone has decided to collaborate on a 


certain project or business which has been decided 
previously and that the acceptance of the contract of 
"majority co-ownership” is renunciation of the right to 
ownership without the protection which is due. 


Now if the investor considers it profitable for him to 
invest his money into a specific business which is in the 
hands of one person or a group of persons who are united 
unanimously (be they investors with a majority share or 
not, or be they non-investors) then to execute this 
investment he should establish a contract of a loan within 
the business (See Chapter 4: "The Qirad") with which he 
will be protected, that is to say he will know who the 
person is to whom he has entrusted his money, in what 
manner such a business is going to be exploited and also 
how long it will last (until its liquidation). In this way no 
harm can befall innocent investors who accept in the 


propaganda of the politicians and the speculators. 


II. The second aspect is that the price of the shares is 
determined not in relation to the results of the business 
which they represent but rather to a larger degree by the 
forces of pure stock-exchange speculation. In the first 
place this is because the distribution of the dividend is not 
a true reflection of the results of the business but rather an 
‘objective’ estimate of the results by an executive board (a 
small group representing the majority, a minority which is 
a kind of majority of the majority). In the second place 
shares which are so far removed from any sense of 
ownership have their major ‘attraction’ in the possibility 
of profiting in some way from the fluctuations to which 
these shares are subject. Naturally, there is no need to 
mention the daily scandals in the manipulation of the 
prices of these shares on the Stock Exchange - and this 


only represents the tip of the iceberg - rather it is more 
worthwhile to reflect upon the effect which it produces, 
namely the unreal accumulation of power in the hands of a 
very few. One of the consequences of the system of 
majority ownership is the accumulation of power by way 
of pyramidal structures of control: if a Mr. Goldberg 
controls business A for example, with 50.01% (or 
approximately 1) of the shares, and the business A buys 
50.01% of business B, Goldberg will completely control B 
with the force of business A, and even if he has a minority 
control of 25% (,/4) of the shares of B; if B buys 50.01% of 
business C, Goldberg will control it even though he has a 
minority control with approximately 12.5% (,/sth) of the 
shares, if we continue with companies D, E, F or G, the 
proportions necessary for Goldberg to control these 
businesses will diminish by „6th; 1/32nd; 6: 


respectively. With all this, Goldberg even though he owns 
no more than a small portion can exercise an enormous 
power which effectively usurps power from all the so- 
called minority share-holders. This unnatural power - 
since it has not been given to him but rather has been 
usurped, leads to growing manipulation of the markets - 
while the people, tricked by the economists and politicians 
which permit it, believe that it arises out of so called 
"market forces". 


The creation of a 24-hour-a-day business of pure 
speculation which covers all the most important stock 
exchanges of the world from New York to Tokyo not only 
exploits but also provokes fluctuation in the prices with 
the movement of great quantities of money. The 
establishment of this business replaces - competitively 
speaking - those honest businesses which have to seek a 


profit in return for hard work - businesses which offer a 
service but which are not so profitable as this other kind of 
business. By the folding up of these other businesses the 
stock-market business attracts a major part of investment 
money into the pockets of the usurers. In this way the 
investment money acquires a more active or responsible 
role in its use and this in turn leads to the establishment of 
new businesses of their own. 


c) The authenticity of the transaction: which means that 
participation in the contract is not obscured by any 
apparent behaviour or attitude which might annul the true 
object of transaction - that is to say the establishment of 
equity between the two parties. This contract, whose 
usurious nature is not immediately obvious, is also 
forbidden and for this reason it is required that: 


1. There must be no abuse of the inexperience, needs or 
ignorance of a person with respect to the market price of a 
commodity which he wishes to buy or to sell. 


2. There must be no pushing up of the price at an auction 
without any intention to buy - that is with the sole 
intention of raising the price of a merchandise. 


3. There must be no mixing up of two contracts such that 
before the need to buy something some other transaction 
is demanded as a condition, like for example the making 
of a loan in exchange for a lowering of the price of another 
sale or hire agreement. 


4. There must be no illegal revision of a sale which has 
been already concluded - 1.6. by means of a purchase 
whose payment is to be made later or by a resale when one 


is not yet in possession of the commodities in question, 
especially, when these commodities are of their nature 
prone to this kind of abuse, like foodstuffs, whose price 
can be very variable and whose demand is continuous. The 
more obvious example of this type of usury is the futures 
market which, although many people are not aware of, has 
become as important as the Stock-Exchange. It is 
described by the Jewish economist Paul Samuelson (in 
"Economy"), "These pieces of paper are the so-called 
futures commodities. They are contracts with which 
agents trade for products of an organised market like the 
cereal market of Chicago or the cocoa market of N.J. You 
and I can buy and sell these future commodities without 
ever having seen a grain of maize or a cocoa bean." In this 
open and frank way the economists present us with the 
most vicious form of pure speculation, totally remote from 
any idea of commerce, as if it is the most normal contract 


possible. This "Business" which produces fat profits for 
the sale and purchase of pieces of paper (of contract) 
which represent nothing (since the majority of them are 
never even executed) of necessity creates an artificial and 
usurious increase in the prices of foodstuffs that the rest of 
us consume - so without actually realising it the 
consumers are being swindled. 


5. There must be no acceptance of doubtful contracts or 
those that can hide any imbalance, like contracts for sale 
which necessitate the repurchase by the same seller at a 
specific price; or contracts for sale of commodity goods 
which hide interest; or sales of merchandise for (long 
term) use on credit which hide rates of interest which are 
higher than the price of renting or buying that 
merchandise; or for the loan of articles which have to be 
returned when they become more expensive; or conditions 


that are openly abusive - like the seizing of a property if a 
loan is not repaid by a certain date; or to demand deposits 
which are non-refundable in the case when a sale is not 
carried out; or the deferment of the payment of a loan on 
condition that interest is paid, etc. 


Our position is so clear that it neither accepts nor invites 
discussion. The tyranny of the state and the crime of usury 
are the enemies of man and of Allah. The pact between the 
state and usury has condemned man to a servile 
impotence for at least two centuries: in order to bring 
about their destruction there must emerge what they fear 
most: a true man, without fear. The Muslim is the free 
man who has decided to free himself from this condition 
he has been condemned to - by his unshakeable 
determination to live his life according to the just Shari'a 
of Allah or die for His cause. 


2. 


THE HIRABLE AND RENTABLE 
NATURE OF COMMODITIES 


The question of whether commodities may be rented or 
hired is indissolubly linked to the question of usury. 
Historically this question has been raised by those who 
have wanted to demonstrate or understand the revealed 
prohibition against usury and also by those who through 
weakness or maliciousness have sought to justify it. Today, 
we still retain in legal terminology the word ‘fungible’ 
which is applied specifically to those commodities whose 
use entails its immediate consumption and as such have 
been traditionally considered as not rentable or hirable. 


We shall study the change in attitude of the Christians 
regarding usury: this change is particularly symbolic since, 
for centuries, they had maintained a firm position against 
usury and had always heeded the teaching of the prophets 
and even the original Christian church. With this change 
they have come to accept a transformation of money from 
being a non-rentable commodity, as we have seen above. 
In short, our main proposition therefore will be to 
discover how money of itself is an indication of its non- 
rentability. 


Any commodity which is commonly accepted as a means 
of exchange we call money. This definition, which belongs 
to Imam Malik - the first and most important compiler of 
Muslim jurisprudence - is equivalent to the traditional 
understanding of money before the birth and imposition 
of artificial money. From this we may discern at least three 


basic concepts: that it is a commodity; that it is something 
communally or freely accepted; and that it serves as a 
means of exchange. The economists, who have a thousand 
‘reasons’ for demonstrating that artificially imposed 
money is more efficient, have great difficulty in 
understanding the second point, which is that money has 
to be freely accepted by people. 


A commodity is simply anything useful that is ready to 
be interchanged. The first thing that has to be pointed out 
is this commodity's is its being of use, possessing the 
quality of being a property and being of value. One must 
be able to distinguish between utility and value (in its 
traditional sense) to avoid confusion, since utility is the 
mode of connecting ourselves with the things of the world 
which are deemed useful, while value refers specifically to 
the interchange of utilities or commodities, in other words 


value is identical to the price established under the 
conditions of equity (freedom of trade and justice in the 
transaction). 


Use and consumption are two types of usefulness which 
are specific to everything useful. In what way does use 
differ from consumption? The use of a commodity is that 
which can be utilized partially while yet retaining a certain 
utility in that which is utilized, but the consumption of a 
commodity is that which can only be utilized (consumed) 
by utilizing the totality of the benefit contained in the 
thing being utilized. Thus: 


Use is the type of utility of certain commodities which 
are durable and divisible. 


Consumption is the type of utility of certain commodities 


which are immediate and non-divisible. 


From this distinction between use and consumption we 
can make a distinction between two types of commodity - 
depending on the type of utility which it represents; in 
such a way that all commodities may be classified 
according to one of the two types: 


1) Commodities of use or those commodities whose 
normal utility can be divided into other utilities of partial 
use; like for example, a car, a horse, a plot of land, a house, 
etc., these things are called non-fungible commodities. 


2) Commodities of consumption or those commodities 
whose normal utility cannot be divided into other utilities 
of partial use; like for example an apple, meat, gold, silver, 
raw materials in general, etc; these things are also called 


fungible commodities. 


The particularity of the use of commodities which are for 
use is that, since they can be divided into partial uses, the 
right of ownership of the partial use may be transferred 
from these commodities independently of having to 
transfer the whole right of ownership or the right of 
ownership of the entire utility of the commodity. As a 
result we can establish contracts for the change of 
ownership for the partial use of a commodity of use or - 
which amounts to the same thing - commodities of use 
may be rented or hired out. But, given that commodities of 
consumption may not be divided, then it is not possible to 
transfer the right of ownership of the consumption of 
these commodities without transferring at the same time 
in full the ownership of the whole commodity. As a result 
we cannot establish contracts for the interchange of the 


ownership of a "part" of consumption (even if it is a part of 
an apple and the part utilized is completely consumed), or, 
which amounts to the same thing, the commodities of 
consumption cannot be rented. We can summarise the 
matter in the following way: 


— Commodities of use are rentable commodities. 
— Commodities of consumption are non-rentable 
commodities. 


If we consider that the normal utility of money is to serve 
as a means of exchange, then what will be of interest to us 
will be to know whether this utility is a utility of use or a 
utility of consumption. The capacity to be interchanged is 
implicit in all commodities and we say that we "spend" a 
commodity when we change it for another since what 
happens at the precise moment of exchange is the 


immediate loss - for the person who hands it over - of all 
the utility of that commodity - i.e. its consumption. 
Money, whose normal utility is to serve as a means of 
exchange is consumed when it is exchanged and for this 
reason is a commodity of consumption or a non-rentable 
commodity, and as such as it has been understood for 
centuries. 


With respect to the saving of money it is possible to say it 
is a not a utility in its pure sense of use or consumption, 
but rather it is an expression of a simple hope that it will 
be utilised. It is thus that the "saving value" of money and 
other commodities which may be saved forms an implicit, 
inseparable part of the corresponding value of the 
commodity. This capacity to be saved up is intrinsically 
connected to the ownership of the merchandise, that is to 
say no one but the owner can save up the commodity - 


irrespective of who the temporary possessor of it is. For 
this reason, savings are not goods (or transferable 
utilities) and their transfer is not permitted by virtue of a 
transfer of possession but rather only by virtue of a 
transfer of ownership. In other words the saving on a 
commodity cannot be rented. 


Money because of its particular form of existence can be 
spent or consumed more than once, so it is often said that 
society or a group of people ‘use’ (instead of utilise) 
money, even though for each of these people its utility is 
not a use but a consumption. This verbal distortion has 
been often used by the usurers to twist the original 
impossibility of renting fungible commodities. 


With respect to a loan however we must emphasise: 


— that the only normal utilisation of loaned money is in 
every case consumption. 

— that the only possible benefit of the loaned money is 
by way of investment in a business. 


Therefore, money can be sold or invested (in a business) 
but not rented. From this we can deduce that the only 
possible justification for establishing an increase in the 
loan is participation in a business. Now by the nature of 
every business, investment signifies an exposing of oneself 
to participation in a business. Also, by the nature of every 
business, investment signifies an exposing of oneself to 
the risk of losing or gaining. For this reason therefore no 
just and fair contract for a loan can demand a fixed return 
or benefit, which does not take into account the results of 
the business to which the loan is destined (if the money is 
given, then there is even less reason for a fixed return). In 


short, money can be loaned in a contract which does not 
involve business (with a simple refund of the amount 
loaned) or in a contract involving business (which implies 
the participation in the results of the business), but for no 
reason may the money be rented. 


CHRISTENDOM AND USURY 


In order to explain the series of justifications which the 
economists make for the renting of money we shall study 
the case of how the catholic Christians (and supported by 
the other denominations) changed the definition of usury 
and its justifications. Essentially the prohibition of usury 
admits of no discussion in the Catholic Church since 
repeated prohibitions occur in the Bible: Exodus 22, 25; 
Leviticus, 25, 35-37; Deuteronomy 23, 20; Luke 6, 35. As 
such the debate has centred around the interpretation of 


what usury "really" means, or has led to the acceptance 
that the "conditions" have changed today with respect to 
the prohibition - in either case it has led to a change in the 
definition of usury. 


Now it must be clear that the interpretation of what 
"usury" prohibits in the Bible admitted of no doubt for the 
fathers of the Catholic Church nor for the majority of the 
popes for centuries. Thus it is recognised in the New 
Catholic Encyclopedia of the Catholic University of 
America: "Usury originally signified a charge for the loan 
of a fungible, that is to say, perishable, the benefit or profit 
of which is not specific and whose use consists in its 
consumption.” In effect we find a similar definition in the 
Summa of Thomas Aquinas which establishes the 
difference between commodities which can and which 
cannot be rented. Condemned by no. 44 of the apostolic 


canons, all the councils during the middle ages were in 
agreement as to the prohibition of interest, even if it was 
of a modest quantity. Among the councils which 
specifically mention this condemnation are: The Council 
of Sales (314); The First General Council of Nicea (325); 
The First Council of Carthage (345); the Council of Aix 
(789); the Third Council of Lateran (1179); the Third 
Council of Lyon (1274) which prohibited to anyone the 
renting of a house to a usurer and which refused 
confession, absolution and Christian burial to those who 
practised usury, at least if they did not reform their 
behaviour; and the Council of Vienna imposed the 
excommunication of any ruler who legalised usury in his 
state. The only exception was the Fourth Council of 
Lateran in which small amounts of interest, not 
considered usurious, were permitted, although this law 
was abrogated in the Fifth Council of Lateran in the 


middle of the 16th century when usury was defined as 
"The profit or interest which people try to obtain by virtue 
of the use of a fungible commodity, that is a non- 
productive commodity, without work, expense or any 
risk." Equally clear and much more recent is the 
condemnation of the encyclical of Pope Benedict XIV to 
the Italian bishops in 1745 in which he establishes that: 
"The sin of usury consists in trying to obtain - by virtue 
and reason of a loan - any amount more than the amount 
given and in not respecting the condition of this contract 
which demands equality between what is handed over and 
what is returned." 


Even though today we know that usury was permitted 
occasionally - even during earlier times - the real change 
occurred from the time of the thirties of the last century 
when various successive pontifical declarations accepted 


small amounts of interest (From the Sacred Office 18/VIII 
/1830; 31/VII/1831; 17/1/1838; 26/111/1840: 71 
or from the Sacred Penitentiary 11/11/1832). It was on the 
basis of these that arguments were proposed which 
permitted the first steps towards a radical change of 
direction for the future of the Christians. For example in 
the middle of the 16th century, in a Bull announced by the 
Monte de Pieta of Vicenza, loans of up to 4% were 
permitted if they were to be used in some business 
(irrespective of the result of that business). The 
justification given in this case is that there, as in other 
cities of Italy, usury already existed and was taken at 5% in 
loans. It was for this reason that loans were permitted - as 
an indemnity for the loss incurred by not placing one's 
monies in the hands of the usurers. In another case 
Innocent X in response to the missionaries in China 
established that when there was a danger of losing the 


amount of money loaned then an amount of interest 
proportional to the same could be demanded. Such 
justifications - with respect to the above mentioned cases - 
may be summarised as follows: 


— the withholding of money on the part of the lender (if 
no interest existed) 

— the payment of a fine if payment was delayed. 

— the risk incurred by the lender. 

— in ancient times the possibilities for investment were 
rare whereas today one may dedicate oneself to 
investment. 

— the increase in the value of money at this time because 
of inflation. 


The first three are of necessity false since they pertain to 
the natural conditions of a loan - and therefore as real 


today as they were in the time of the Prophet Jesus, peace 
be upon him. From another point of view the withholding 
of money is not a justification for the taking of interest 
since the saving of money is not productive except when it 
is rendered artificially productive by this very usury; the 
payment of a fine is not justifiable - whatever form this 
increase added to the loan takes; if the debt is extreme 
then it may be seized legally or it can simply be postponed 
until the debtor can pay - as is fitting for men of sufficient 
wisdom to behave; the risk of the person who lends does 
not justify interest either, but rather being a pre-condition 
of the same contract this risk should serve to make the 
lender know who he is lending to - since one should not 
lend money to someone one knows cannot pay back the 
money, better to give it and naturally not try to recover it 
anymore. 


The last two excuses are bases on a supposed change of 
actual conditions. The first of these is that today it is 
supposed that there are more possibilities for business 
than before - but without contesting that, even if there was 
only one possibility for creating business in the past, it 
alone would have been sufficient to permit the practice of 
usury but it never was done. But besides this, this 
condition is based on an ignorance of the natural method 
of doing business since a business is not capable of making 
a profit without being equally capable of making a loss - 
and in this case the investor is also responsible; if this 
were not the case then he would be taking part in a 
business in which only he stood to gain and that is neither 
fair nor justifiable. 


The last of these excuses is even less solidly based: for 
since paper-money is imposed on us and since it is also 


capable of devaluation there is no reason for considering it 
as an authentic currency - but rather as a means of 
exchange which has been forced on us. However, if we do 
consider it as a commodity like any other (which it is not) 
then the lending of a commodity, capable of devaluation, 
cannot be done since its worth when it is returned is 
inferior to when it was received: thus it may only be 
exchanged for other commodities at the price of the 
moment. 


The single phrase that best summarises the abdication of 
the imposition of Christian morality on this matter is that 
of Padre Ballerini (Opus Morale, 111, pt. 111, ii), where he 
says he believes that "the justice or injustice of interest 
depends on the intention of each person". 


Money is not rentable merchandise and the 


establishment of this, its true nature, implies the abolition 
of the banking system. This is one of the most important 
measures needed in order to return justice to trade and for 
the preservation of the human species. 


3. 


HOW DOES A BANK WORK? 


There are still people in 1990 who believe that the 
bank is an indispensable and "friendly" institution - and 
that it is thanks to the bank that we obtain "help" in 
difficult times and that it facilitates payment of domestic 
bills. We are in constant receipt of correspondence from 
the bank about new forms of credit, or credit cards, or 
pension funds aimed at retirement. This alone is enough 
to give full range to the idea that the bank controls and 
creates the money which the state obliges us to utilize. 
That the bank is the best “business of the century’ as can 
be affirmed by walking down any important street in any 


city of the world does not make it any less true that its 
‘business’ is a crime that has been called usury since 
antiquity. Because of the importance of its presence it is 
important that we ask ourselves how a bank works. 


The first thing to be understood is that the quantity of 
money which the commercial banks lends does not need 
to be backed up with liquid assets except a very small 
percentage of the amount floated by the Bank of England. 
That is to say, they can lend money that they do not have 
or have created out of nothing, taking interest for money 
which does not exist except in figures. How can this thing 
happen? 


To answer this question we will study how the balance of 
a bank functions. The bank works thanks to a system of 
deposits. Every time a bank makes a loan it creates a 


deposit. For example, if a Mr. Smith needs a loan to buy 
something, the bank will increase Mr. Smith's deposit the 
same amount as the value of the cheque that the bank 
gives him. The deposits are the liabilities of the banks. The 
owners of them are entitled to draw the money. All 
deposits are necessarily connected to the acquisition of 
assets by the banks as a result of which the deposits come 
into existence. Thus when a worker puts his salary in the 
bank, the bank increases its assets with that money and 
equally increases its liabilities with a new deposit 
(number) in the amount of the client. This is the basic 
balance of a bank: 


ASSETS equal LIABILITIES 
Cash Bank deposits 
in this at hank of the state current account 
money at call and short notice time deposit 


Bills 


Investments 
Advances 
("10 X Economics” by Peter Donalson, 1982) 


On the asset side, the bank holds its cash reserve partly 
in the form of notes and coin in its tills, and partly in an 
account in the State Bank. All the commercial banks hold 
such "banker's deposits" at the State Bank, which serves as 
the banks' bank. “Money at call' consists of every short 
term loan to other financial institutions. The ‘bills’ are 
mostly government borrowing due to be repaid in the next 
few weeks. These last two are considered as ‘liquid assets’, 
i.e. they are transferable into cash very quickly and very 
easily (through the bank of the state, whereby they can 
transform numbers into cash, as we will see). The 
‘investments’ in banking jargon are holdings of 
government gilt-edged securities. And finally in the assets 


are the "advances", loans and overdrafts which form the 
most lucrative part of the bank's business. The liabilities 
are all the bank's deposits (simple numbers) which 
constitute the current accounts and time deposits. 


Distributing assets is when the banks try to maximise 
their benefits. From one side the shareholders want the 
highest yielding investments and advances that they can 
get. They obtain the biggest profit from the opening of 
deposits (simple numbers) for which they charge interest, 
thus creating credit out of money they do not have. As they 
are also obliged to their customers, the banks have to 
ensure that all possible withdrawals can be met, they must 
always have a very large margin of liquidity. However, 
nowadays the demand for cash is artificially diminished 
thanks to the massive introduction of credit cards and 
cheques in trade. 


The system of deposits allows the banks to lend money 
that is not covered by state paper money. Then, what do 
the banks lend? The money which the people put in the 
bank is immediately transformed into a bank deposit, that 
is to say the numbers which figure —in the name of each 
client— in his respective current account or savings card. 
But when the banks lend they also do it in bank deposits, 
that is in numbers which are recorded to the credit of 
someone, numbers which the bank simply create "ex 
nihilo" (even though everything is reckoned in state 
currency, one should distinguish between State Bank 
banknotes and bank deposits which are only numbers. A 
bank, however, can have in deposit or what amounts to the 
same thing - lend a quantity up to fifty times or more (as is 
the case in the French State Banks) than their liquid assets 
(State Bank banknotes and other guarantees). Thus it is 


that for each amount that the bank lends, only a small part 
is actually in the possession of the bank. In reality 
throughout the commercial banks loan at a ratio of 1:20 
between the capital: (the money average which the bank 
actually disposes of) and loans (money on deposit which it 
has lent). That is to say that for every 20 monetary units 
only 1 is actually possessed and the other 19 have been 
created out of nothing. 


As is obvious, however, for all of us who have numbers 
—or deposits as they are called— in the bank, be they 
creditors or debtors (since the latter are given an account 
with numbers from which they may draw cash), if we were 
all to reclaim our money on the same day, then the bank 
would not have the money to pay out in cash. 


Then how is it that they maintain a balance such that 


they lend while being able to maintain the necessary 
demands for cash? 


It is very simple, since almost everyone in this and in 
other countries has to have a bank account in order to 
function (or at least that is what they have made us 
believe) and because deposits remain as deposits except 
for a brief fraction of time (less every time), while 
purchases are made in cash. Apart from these operations 
the rest is done with cheques (numbers) which are 
transferred from one account to another within the 
framework of particular banks and the banks then 
compensate each other. That is to say when I pay with a 
cheque from one commercial bank and I draft it to the 
account of another person in another commercial bank, 
the only thing that happens is that a series of numbers is 
transferred from one account to another. At the end of a 


day of transfers between the two banks, they compensate 
each other with the system known as "clearing", by means 
of which the major part of the cash (represented by the 
cheques) is neither needed nor changes place. The money 
then has been trapped in the system since if it leaves to be 
converted into cash it will sooner or later return to 
someone's bank account that is: return to the bank. 
Moreover, as we shall see later, if we do not keep the 
money in the bank, in deposit accounts with interest, then 
we will always be losing by virtue of the permanent 
devaluation of money provided by the bank. 


Well yes, the banker will say, it may be that the bank 
holds twenty times more in deposits (numbers in its 
accounts) than capital, but through these deposits we are 
fulfilling an important social function, which is the 
distribution of capital. Where is the problem? If the 


banking system were to function in a bubble, isolated from 
the world, then perhaps nothing would happen; as it is not 
like that, however, and while we are all obliged to use the 
state currency or to accept it to be more precise, then any 
variation in its quantity will necessarily affect the value of 
money and therefore prices also. 


It is easy to understand: if we increase the quantity of 
money in circulation by twice the amount (let us suppose 
that we give ourselves a second coin for each coin we 
possess), this does not mean that we will be doubly rich; 
what will happen is that when we go to compete for the 
same goods the prices of these good will simply double; 
which is equivalent to saying that a 100% inflation has 
taken place in the money, or the same as an increase of 
100% in prices. It is thus that when a bank creates money 
(in simple numbers) it affects us all since inflation affects 


us all. The person who saves or who possesses money can 
be ruined (even in the instant of transaction when 
inflation is high, as the South Americans know) - ruined 
for the benefit of those who have taken out loans (and of 
course those who have made the loans). It is because of 
this double effect that people are forced to deposit their 
money in the banks for an interest rate which is certain 
and are forced to take out loans thus enabling the banks to 
benefit from the diminution in value of the money when 
they have to return it in future. 


Merely forcing people to use money while in the process 
of devaluing it can lead to this effect, but it is not the 
elected government which benefits from the creation of 
money, but rather it is the banks, in private hands, that 
none of us have chosen— but which nevertheless enjoy 
this exclusive privilege. Does there not exist then a major 


privilege in this power which enables the banks to 
determine the value of the most precious commodity, 
namely money that we are obliged to use, convinced as we 
are that it is most "effective" or so they have told us? 


The bankers are the feudal lords of the 20th century, 
they are the usurocracy, for whom the politicians are 
disposable marionettes. In the predesigned constitutional 
model (which is a group of persons with a greater range of 
rights than the majority —since they can meddle in the 
majority's affairs and tell them what to choose) the model 
itself goes unquestioned— is unquestionable; this 
constitution falsely represents (what are, only in theory) 
democratic values and it is from this that the usurocrats 
receive as a contract their privilege which have all been 
persuaded to submit to willingly. 


The statisticians and the economists, perhaps also 
convinced of the existence of state power assert that it is 
necessary to control the banks more from the government 
side and that this is enough. It is not the case that there do 
not exist government controls —these do exist as we shall 
see— the problem is why must there be someone or at 
least a private entity who has the capacity to create money 
which we are forced to utilise (why are we obliged to 
utilise a specific money)? This privilege on behalf of the 
banks is recognised by the politicians. In fact the bank has 
merged itself into part of every political ideology derived 
from the French revolution. What happens is that the 
politicians are trapped in the false dialectic of right/left 
and both solutions are usurious and therefore identical. 
The proof of this is that throughout the political spectrum 
all parties accept usury. 


In effect governments do exercise certain controls in an 
attempt to control inflation, but experience shows that for 
half a century, up to the present day the banks have 
repeatedly found more skillful and sophisticated ways of 
evading these controls. In this way a titanic struggle has 
emerged between ministers of economy and the bankers, 
the former trying to restrain and the latter trying to 
expand the relation between loans and capital (all the 
more so today since with a better technology money in 
effect is not used anymore and as a result this differential 
ratio "capital: loans" can be increased). History, however, 
has shown us that the skill of the bankers in hiding their 
accounts has always been greater than the skill of the 
functionaries in discovering these accounts. 


What do the state controls consist of? 


In the first place, the capacity of the banks to expand 
their lending power and the possession of other profitable 
assets (and, of course, increase in the money supply 
through the consequent rise in bank deposits) is limited by 
the ability to acquire cash and other liquid assets to be 
kept in reserve. Since the State Bank is the one producing 
the notes and coins in circulation, which are the prime 
source of other liquid assets, this is the first means of the 
State Bank to control the banks: The commercial banks 
are also required to maintain a certain amount of their 
cash in the State Bank to reduce their credit possibilities 
but unfortunately this is not enough, for several reasons: 


1) The ‘open-market operations’ involving the sale of 
government bonds which entail customers drawing 
cheques in favour of the government would ultimately lead 
to a reduction in bankers’ deposits at the State Bank. But, 


the State Bank is always committed to assist the banking 
system when it is under pressure (this is the historical 
reason for its origin). So when the banks have problems 
because of an excess in their credits, the State Banks buy 
part of their holding of government bonds or bills so that 
they can increase their level of cash reserves. This means 
that they can use these government bills bought with bank 
deposits (numbers brought out of nothing) to increase 
their reserves in the State Bank enabling them to increase 
their level of deposits. Thus the circle closes: the 
Commercial banks can produce as much money as they 
can while the government continues to get in debt (as has 
been happening in the last decades). 


2) In the face of the inefficiency of cash control there 
appeared a new level of control, equally inefficient, which 
was to oblige the bank to observe minimum "liquidity 


ratios" (keeping a certain proportion of liquid assets 
rather than investments and advances) and then to seek a 
limit to the amount of such assets available by reducing 
the quantity of short-term government bills available. But 
once again this did not deter the banks from further 
lending since the government did not stop indebting itself 
and "the compromise” put forward by the State Bank to 
protect its banking system to avoid crisis enabled the 
banks to sell off part of their holding of government bonds 
in order to obtain extra cash. 


3) Another desperate type of control was the obligation 
to make "special deposits" with the State Bank which were 
not to be regarded as part of their reserves. But the banks 
were able to obtain cash by attracting a large volume of 
"time deposits" through higher interest inducements, 
which they could then expand in new credits. Thus the 


problem of excessive circulation got even worse. 


4) Another system of control came through certain limits 
being set on so-called 'time deposits’ and their interest 
(system called 'corset'). But as on other occasions the 
measures to solve the problem came just when the banker 
had designed a new hole to evade control. 


These limitations, together with more "direct requests” 
to the private banks to restrain the quantity and type of 
lending they engaged in, have been just some of the ways 
in which authorities have tried to exercise monetary 
control during the post-war years. The new fashion of 
monetarism suggested that ultimately the money supply 
should not be allowed to expand faster than the volume of 
the output of the economy, and the way of controlling the 
money was through the control on the demand for money. 


Therefore, since the demand for money can come from 
both private individuals or companies, and from the 
public sector including government itself the monetarist 
thesis pretended to restrict the public sector's demand for 
money through expenditure cuts and the private sector's 
demands for money through interest rates. These 
measures could not have worked better for the banks: 


First, because the states have not stopped from indebting 
themselves so that banks have multiplied their profits and 
the money in circulation. 


Second, because the rise in the interest rates has 
increased their banks’ returns and has increased the level 
of "time deposits" with which the banks could expand 
their credits, and therefore their profits and money in 
circulation. 


New limitations brought out after the failure of the 
previous ones, have proliferated a whole gallery of new 
methods of escaping the controls. Thus, there have been 
created secondary and parallel banking institutions 
outside the ambit of the regulations. At the personal level 
this can be seen in offers by credit card and finance 
companies to increase borrowing limits and finance 
personal loans when getting an overdraft from the bank is 
proving difficult. For firms the possibilities are even wider. 
Thus too banks may divert potential borrowers to their 
overseas subsidiaries as a source of finance, or switch 
them from traditional overdrafts to shorter-terms bills; 
these were among the ways that the "corset" control was 
effectively evaded, together with simple 
"disintermediation". This refers to the process by which a 
bank facilitates the bringing together of lenders and 


borrowers without itself acting as intermediary in a way 
which would show up in their normal banking statistics. In 
this way two customers, a borrower and lender, may be 
put together and the bank can charge a commission for the 
services. The money has to end up in the bank, since there 
is no other place for it to go, but the loan will not be 
accounted as that. Similarly, longer "trade credit" from 
firms in surplus re-lending to those in deficit acts as a 
practical substitute for depositing with the banks. 


To sum up, the banks are the privileged element of this 
complex financial system: the modern constitutional 
model (from the French revolution) has served, not 
coincidentally, as the platform for the development of the 
banking system. All state constitutions guarantee the 
necessary monopoly and imposition of state paper money 
without which the banks would not be able to function as 


credit institutions. The rationalist weight and complicity 
of politicians and economists have transformed the old 
state power of collecting taxes by military force into a 
grotesque machine of control submitted ultimately to bank 
privileges. The dialectical theatre of left/right, that has 
encouraged vivid emotions in several generations of 
Europeans has proved a complete lie that allows, 
underneath, the same system to function. Capitalism and 
socialism are essentially identical, and every day are 
coming more indistinguishable: both are statist and 
usurious. To wait for the state politicians to abolish the 
banking system is inconceivable. The only possible 
solution is to get out of the trap of this false trade and 
money, and that depends on a new generation of men and 
women who want to trade justly without the compulsion 
of usury and false money. 


4. 


THE CONTRACT OF A 
BUSINESS LOAN OR 
THE QIRAD 


At the end of the 10th century the contract of quirad was 
introduced in Europe, under the name of commendas. It 
created a revolution in the way trade happened. Nowadays 
this knowledge has disappeared, it has been replaced by 
an illusory understanding of what a business is. 


In this illusion business has turned into a mere 
mechanical process. In this mechanical definition of 
business the essential relationship of the business to the 


existence of man has been covered up and therefore 
forgotten. It is not enough to ask questions merely about 
the functionality of business to understand what it is. In 
fact this is a minor question in relation to the one that 
connects business to the freedom of man. 


Today, modern business practice has altered the 
essential basis of business itself. Indeed in most cases the 
freedom of man has been forgotten in the name of a 
dubious efficiency. The underlying structures on which 
business is conducted respond to a preformed image of 
man. The ownership and the results of the business have 
degenerated from their original mode, to the point that 
they can no longer be recognized. In order to rescue the 
true understanding of business from this modern 
numerological fantasy we must study what the ownership 
of business is and what the evaluation of its results are. 


Ownership of a Business 


Ownership is always private. Every time that something 
is used someone has previously decided where and how 
that property is going to be used. This person is "de facto" 
the owner. He may or may not be the "legal owner", this 
will depend on the application and the nature of that law. 


There are two possible forms of ownership: individual 
ownership, exercised by one person; and collective 
ownership, exercised by several, united by a contract. In 
both cases ownership remains private. Even in so-called 
“public property", the exercise of ownership corresponds 
ultimately to one person (or a small group), who decides 
or exercises privately the right of ownership. Where the 
ownership can be established, it cannot be avoided or 
abolished, because it always exists. 


In relation to co-ownership —already analysed in the 
study of shares in the Stock Exchange— it has to be 
remembered that all the co-owners are owners at the same 
level, therefore there are not privileges for one co-owner 
over the others. Thus all the co-owners have the same 
status independently of the differences in shares among 
the property owners. 


Modern businesses do not protect the right of ownership 
of the shareholders. Thus there are investors as 
shareholders who cannot decide or know anything about 
what direction the business is going in. The money which 
they thought they were investing they find they have been 
forced to lend without a protective loan contract. 
Therefore they are "lenders de facto" because they have 
lost the ownership of their money. This loan is not 


protected because they are lending to an undefinable and 
changeable majority that they might know today but not 
tomorrow. In the name of a dark efficiency this 
undefinable majority controls the money of other people 
without major impediment. 


Results of a Business 


The results of the business are simply the difference 
between the value of the initial goods invested in that 
business and the value of the final goods of that business. 
Therefore every business that is completed has a result. 
Whether it is a gain or a loss, results always exist. They are 
always measurable as long as the business can be defined. 
Otherwise the contract of the business cannot be 
established. The evaluation of the results is not an 
"objective calculation" of the results. The evaluation can 


only be made in the market through the transactions of 
buying and selling. The results are not "objective results”. 
For this reason the results of the business cannot be 
calculated by mere statistical or numerological 
procedures. Therefore the results can only be evaluated by 
defining the end of the business. 


The end of the business is the sharing of whatever 
property the business has among the investors when the 
plan of the business, written in the contract, has been 
achieved: like the selling of a certain amount of stock, or 
by the selling of whatever has been bought with the initial 
investment or by the simple sharing of whatever has been 
bought or produced. 


Ownership in modern business is based on a system of 
cheating by so-called "majority ownership". This ruling 


majority can objectively calculate the results without 
bringing the business to an end. The contract of the 
modern corporations not only takes away the right of 
ownership from the minority co-owners but forces the 
results to be whatever this ruling majority decides. The 
"owners by fact", namely the ruling majority, decide how 
much money will be reinvested and how much will be 
given as dividends. But these dividends are not the results 
of the business, so this acquired right of the majority 
owners is illegitimate. 


By restoring the natural conditions of the business 
contract —the right of ownership and the true evaluation 
and complete sharing of the results— another type of 
business will emerge. First the business will depend on the 
will of the owners and not on mysterious majorities of 
control interlinked through a series of corporations. 


Second, the business, thanks to the periodical end of it, 
can readapt itself constantly to a new business. This will 
replace the monolithic and immovable structures of the 
"business with no end". 


This is the forgotten flexibility of natural business that 
allows a permanent improvement of its level of 
adaptability. 


Business is no longer regarded as a vivid phenomenon 
but has been systematised and subjectivised into a 
"concept of business". One of the consequences has been 
that the businessmen have been educated to believe that 
their chances of creating a business depend on their 
individual competitiveness with each other. Thus, the 
creation of a business is not viewed on the basis of what 
the business is, but in what conditions the individual can 


make a business happen. In this view, the individual sees 
himself isolated. His possibilities of making business are 
limited to his own knowledge and his individual wealth. 
Therefore the usurious loans of the bank become 
necessary. 


This practical isolation of man in relation to the business 
creation (even in the case of modern shareholders), has 
led to the drastic modification of the social ground where 
business used to happen. Thus, individual competitiveness 
has replaced traditional guild cooperation only for the 
benefit of the banks. The end of cooperation favoured the 
arrival of the modern banking order. The banks with their 
artificial monopoly of investment money have become the 
usurious lenders to almost all business initiatives. The 
injection of a lack of trust among the businessmen has 
been to the benefit of the usurious manipulation of the 


banks. Ironically the banks have become the 
businessman's immediate "partner". This is, of course, 
under their own usurious conditions. The social 
individualization of investors with no knowledge of their 
possible partners is the necessary condition for 
dependence on the banks. Before the definitive 
implantation of the banks in the business world, financial 
relations were established on the basis of non-usurious 
relationships, according to the social reputation of the 
promoters of the business. Honesty was therefore 
considered the best wealth of a businessman. And this 
honesty could be preserved thanks to the non-usurious 
form of the contracts. 


The re-establishment of social co-operation is therefore 
the necessary condition to get rid of this usurious system. 
The recuperation of the non-usurious forms of business 


contracts will protect such social cooperation. This is what 
we call the Qirad Market: the market where all business 
initiatives are promoted on the basis of non-usurious 
contracts. What is the qirad? 


The Qirad 


The qirad is a business. Loan is the transaction 
consistent with the transference of a certain amount of 
money in exchange for the promise of equal return or 
participation in a business. Therefore there are two types 
of loans: the business loan or girad; and the normal loan. 
The normal loan consists of the return of the same amount 
of money lent, after a determined period of time. The 
business loan or the qirad consists of the investing of a 
determined amount of money for a particular business. 
The loan, like the other two types of transactions —selling 


and renting, has to be equitative. Before examining the 
conditions that make this contract equitative or not we 
will examine the different elements that constitute this 
type of loan. 


The qirad is established between two parties: the agent 
who is the borrower, and the investor, who is the lender of 
the money invested. The agent is, as a borrower, the owner 
of the business, therefore it is he who decides about the 
business. This difference is fundamental in order to 
understand how the results of the business are shared. The 
agent is not a mere salaried director of the business, 
because the agent cannot have a salary. The profit of the 
agent depends on the results of the business. If the 
investor establishes as a condition of the contract that he 
is the one deciding how the business is going to be 
conducted, then the executor can ask a salary for his work, 


because that work has a value independently of the results 
of a business of which he is not responsible. Therefore the 
agent shares the results of the business and is the owner of 
it, but a salaried director is not an owner and can have a 
salary for his work. 


The correct Islamic position on this matter can be seen 
in "Al-Muwatta" by Imam Malik —the earliest exposition 
of the legal and social parameters of the First Muslim 
Community in Madinah— Imam Malik said: 


"It is not permitted for the investor to stipulate to the 
agent to only buy from so-and-so, referring to a specific 
man. That is not permitted because by doing so he would 
become his hireling for a wage." 

("Al-Muwatta", 32, 5, 6) 


We define investment as the amount of money that 
participates initially in the business and, therefore, is 
liable to produce losses or gains. One person or several 
persons can participate in the investment, including the 
agent himself. When several persons are the investors 
then the results are shared according to the participation 
of each investor. 


It is convenient to make a clear difference between the 
agency and the investment, so that in no way may a qirad 
loan between the investor and the agent be confused with 
a contract of co-ownership between the two. 


The profit of the agency cannot be determined at the 
time of the contract and, like the investment, the 
possibility of obtaining profit depends entirely on the 
results of the business. But in the contract of qirad, the 


agent takes the ownership of the business, so therefore he 
decides about it. Thus, the agency is different from the 
investment. Also the agent cannot be made responsible, 
nor obliged to a guarantee, in the case of a loss in the 
proposed business. If the agent were held responsible to 
pay in the case of loss, we would be taking the agent as an 
investor by the value of that guarantee, but only in the 
case of loss and not in the case of gain. In other words, this 
amount in guarantee, would be part of the investment, 
because it is put into risk, but this is under unjust 
conditions. If there is a loss in the business, the guarantee 
of the agent will be lost, but if the business is a success the 
guarantee must be considered as part of the investment, 
and an agent can only be responsible for what he owns 
and not beyond it. Nevertheless, as we said, the agent can 
be an investor at the same time with a group of others. In 
consequence, the share of the results in a qirad contract is 


made as follows. 


In the case of profit, the share of the profit is made 
according to what was previously decided in the qirad 
contract. 


In the case of loss, this is entirely deducted from the 
investment. 


Imam Malik said: 


"When there is a profit, and it is time to separate the 
capital, then they divide the profit according to the terms 
of the contract. If the principal does not increase or there 
is a loss, the agent does not have to make up for what he 
spent on himself or the loss that falls to the investor from 
the principal... If the principal is increased by the 
condition of guarantee, the investor has increased his 


share of the profit because of the position of the 
guarantee. But the profit can only to be divided 
according to what it would have been had the loan been 
given without the guarantee. If the principal is destroyed, 
Ido not think that the agent has a guarantee held against 
him because the stipulation of guarantee in qirad is null 
and void." 

("Al-Muwatta", 32, 5, 6) 


The equitative share of the results, as it has been 
described, is the first fundamental condition of the equity 
of the qirad contract. The second condition is the 
simultaneous sharing of the profit between the agent and 
the investor(s), which means that the share of the profit 
must be made at the same time between the two and after 
the return of the principal to the investor. 


Imam Malik said: 

"None of the profit of the qirad is taken until the 
investor is present. He takes his principal and then the 
profit is divided mutually between them." 

("Al-Muwatta", 32, 14, 15) 


Another necessary condition of the contract is the 
transference of ownership. That is to say that the agent is 
the one who makes the decision in the business. On the 
other hand the investor should know the nature of the 
business in which he is investing. This is guaranteed in the 
contract. At the same time the definition of the business in 
the contract should allow the business to run later on. It 
should be noticed that in this type of contract the investor 
always knows who the person is with whom he is 
investing, therefore the investor can take into account the 
honesty of the agent and not only the mechanical part of 


the business. 


Although the investor can neither decide nor define the 
business, he can nevertheless establish certain conditions. 


Imam Malik said: 


"There is no harm in an investor making a condition 
on an agent in girad not to buy a certain kind of animal 
or goods which he specifies. It is disapproved of for an 
investor to make such a condition on an agent in qirad 
unless what he orders him to buy is in plentiful supply 
and does not fail in winter or summer. There is no harm 
in that case." 

("Al-Muwatta", 32, 4, 5) 


Another condition of the qirad contract is that the agent 
is responsible for all the losses when the conditions of the 


contract have been broken by the agent. He is also 
responsible for the losses that exceed the amount of 
money invested. The expenses due to the business activity 
of the agent are considered a part of the business 
expenses, considering that they are proportional to the 
amount of money invested and the nature of the business. 
If the expenses were not considered part of the business 
then the agent would be obliged to participate in the 
investment with these expenses in a disequitative form, 
this means without any participation in the results. 


The Form of the Business Contracts 


There are basically two forms of business contract: when 
the investment is lent and when it is not. The first type of 
business contract is the 1130: the contract of a loan for a 
business. The second type of business contract can be 


divided into two: when the ownership of the total 
investment is shared among the investors and when it is 
not. 


We will study all of them to understand the difference. 


a) The contract of the girad loan. 
Because it is a loan, it starts with money and ends with 
money. This money is used to execute a business that has 
been previously decided in the contract. 


The contract has to include the following: 


1. The investor(s) and the agent. 

2. The quantity of the investment. 

3. The nature of the business (approved by the agent). 
4. Duration of the business. 

5. Percentage of the share of the profit. 


The general conditions of the contract are: 
1) In case of losses these are deducted from the 
investment, and whatever remains is given back to the 
investors and the agent loses all his work. 
2) The agent cannot alter what has been agreed upon in 
the business contract. The alteration of the contract makes 
any losses to be the responsibility of the agent. 
3) The losses that exceed the investment are always the 
responsibility of the agent. 
4) The investor can put the condition that the business 
does not exceed the amount of the money initially 
invested. 
5) The investor cannot oblige the agent to trade with a 
determined product or to determine the seller of the 
trading products. If this happens then the agent is not an 
owner and can be considered a salaried worker. 


b) The non-loan contracts. 

They are not a loan and therefore they are not qirad. The 
investment can consist of any kind of goods, money or 
other than money. There are two basic types of non-loan 
contracts: 

—I When the ownership of the investment is shared 
among all the investors. This is the contract of co- 
ownership. 

—II When the ownership of the investment remains 
in the hands of each investor. This is the contract of 
association. 


These contracts must include the following: 


1. The investors, and whoever may be the salaried 
director, if considered necessary. 


2. The quantity of the investment. 

3. The nature of the business (approved by all the 
investors). 

4. Duration of the business. 

5. Percentage of the share of the results. 


In the case of co-ownership the results are the totality of 
the property of the business at the end of it. In the case of 
association the results are the profit of the agreed business 
made with the means of the investment that was put 
together. This also applies if partial results are going to be 
made before the end of the business. 


The general condition of these contracts is the 
prohibition on imposing fixed profits (interest), on time 
and in quantity at the same time, by any of the parts 
independently of the results of the business. 


The Advantages of the Qirad Market 


The Qirad Market includes all the business contracts 
made according to the just respect of the ownership and 
the proper share of the results of the business according to 
its nature as has been previously described. 


The business contracts on the qirad market establish a 
different relationship between the capital and the business 
itself, which is not the same as the usual usurious contract. 
The business contracts are based on the just sharing of the 
results, as opposed to the charging of interest as all banks 
do. The business contracts are also based on the respect of 
the ownership of all the co-owners, as opposed to the 
usurpation of ownership by small controlling groups in 
modern corporation contracts. The business contracts are 
made to protect all the parts of the contract. In particular, 


the girad loan is a protection for the agent as well as the way of forcing the investor to give his investment 
investor against the unjust conditions of usurious to a "majority" group who will use it according to 
contracts. their own interest. The contract of shareholding 
in a modern corporation is in fact a loan masked 
by the fantasy of co-ownership, therefore without 
the protection of a real loan contract, like the 
qirad. 
—II The complete sharing of the "real" results of the 
business between the parts. 

The investors must receive whatever is due to 
him as a result of the business, but these results 
are changed into dividends in the modern 
usurious contracts. The results of the business 
are the natural outcome of it, nothing more, 
nothing less. The dividends are an estimation 
made by the "majority-owners" of the results and 
not the actual results of the business. Thus the 


The most important advantages of the girad are: 


For the investor(s) 
—I Knowledge of what the business is in which he is 
investing. 

The investor must know what he is investing in, 
although this does not happen in the modern 
usurious contracts. The business must be defined 
in the business contract. This includes its nature 
and duration. This is the opposite of the modern 
corporation contracts where the investor is asked 
to invest without knowing the nature of the 
business. These usurious contracts are simply a 


"majority-owners" can give positive dividends to 
the investors although the results are negative 
and sometimes can give nil in dividends although 
the results are positive. 

—III The knowledge of who the owners are. 

The investor must know who is going to decide 
about the use of his investment; once again this 
does not happen in modern usurious contracts. 
In the case of a loan the agent is clearly 
identified-in the contract, and in all other cases 
the ownership of all the investors is protected by 
the business contract. In modern usurious 
contracts the owner is never determined, only 
defined as the one with practical control of the 
majority of the shares. 


For the agent. 


—I The agent regains his importance. 

Since money is no longer artificially productive, 
any claim of profit must be connected to the 
results of a business not just to the loan of 
money. Therefore the agent is the producer and 
the money is not. 

—II The agent cannot be forced to guarantees. 

Therefore the extension of his responsibility is 
always related to the gain of the same amount of 
rights over the results of the business. In other 
words no money is due by the agent or by the 
investor apart from what forms part of the 
investment. 

—III The ownership of the agent is protected. 

Therefore the agent can only be responsible if 
he can entirely decide about the business, 
otherwise he can ask for a salary as the price of 


execution of another person's business. 


The Qirad Market is the natural way that business 
contracts are conducted. The correctness and efficiency of 
these forms can re-establish a traditional market where 
the compulsive intermediation of the banks is eliminated. 
The business contract of the Qirad Market can be proved 
to be not only more just, but to work better than the 
usurious ones. This form of contracting empowers the 
creation of or the development of new businesses without 
the usurious systems involved in banking, thanks to the 
mutual protection of the real contracts. Some of these 
businesses that currently cannot exist, cannot, not because 
they are not profitable enough, hut because of lack of 
collateral, can emerge inside an arena where the 
reputation of honest people prevails over other 
considerations. The qirad can happen every time there is 





the possibility of a good business independently of the 
collateral of the agent. The banks on the other hands will 
give a loan only if there is good collateral independently of 
the kind of business in which the money is going to be 
invested. All the projects that have been discouraged 
because of the imposition of interest by the banks may re- 
emerge if the conditions of the contract are made natural 
and protective for the agent again. 


The Qirad Market is the first and necessary step to 
interconnect those who are aware and who have decided 
to do something to get rid of this usurious system, and out 
of this interaction new steps can be taken together 
towards the definitive establishment of the Natural or 
Islamic Market. 


5. 


THE FALLACY 
OF THE "ISLAMIC BANK" 


The so-called "Islamic bank" is a usurious institution 
contrary to Islam. The fallacy of the "Islamic bank" is an 
absurd attempt to resolve, as was done in the case of 
Christianity, the unswerving opposition of Islam to usury 
for fourteen centuries. Since its origin the "Islamic bank" 
has been patronized and promoted by usurers. Their only 
intention was to incorporate the thousand million 
Muslims of the world —who in general would scornfully 
avoid using any banking or usurious institution— into the 
international financial and monetary system. The artificial 


creation by the colonial powers of the so-called “Islamic 
states", itself a contradiction in terms, whose character is 
markedly anti-Islamic, was the historical result of the end 
of territorial colonization and the beginning of financial 
neo-colonialism. The universal establishment of the 
western constitutional model (the model of the French 
revolution) brings with it the establishment of artificial 
and unnatural boundaries, the creation of a repressive 
ministerial bureaucracy, the exacting of taxes, the 
imposition of an artificial yet legal money, and the 
legalisation of usury itself (the banking system), all 
measures which are profoundly contrary to Islam. The 
Islamic bank is nothing other than a typically degenerate 
product of the so-called "Islamic states". 


In order to speak on the "Islamic bank", the new science 
of so-called "Islamic economics" has emerged from the 


American and European universities. However fallacious 
these two self-supporting concepts of Islamic economics 
are, concepts regarded with scorn by the Muslims of 
traditional education, they have served as a justification 
for the new class of state functionaries and bureaucrats 
who have come to constitute a kind of "Islamic 
modernism". A few years of mediocre education in the 
western universities will not allow many of the Islamic 
economists to discover that the foundations of economics 
have been shattered, as a science and in practice, in the 
very Europe which saw it come into to existence. The 
rationalistic framework of the positive sciences, which has 
been called into question in Europe, is currently being 
defended by those neo-bureaucrats who are still fascinated 
by their years of education in the West. Even though the 
sincere, albeit naive, faith of the majority of those who 
participate in these modernist movements cannot be 


denied, time and a greater maturity have shown them the 
bitter side of the ideological and scientific belief in which 
they have placed their trust. The return of the Islamic 
tradition has not only been the best antidote against this 
modernism in those Muslim countries but in the hands of 
a new generation of European Muslims it has also resulted 
in the transcending of modernism and brought about the 
culmination of our western civilization which is today of 
universal character. 


In contrast to the modernist confusion, the position of 
the Shari'a of Islam is clear and does not admit any 
controversy. Allah has said in the Qur'an: 


"OH YOU WHO BELIEVE! HAVE FEAR OF ALLAH 
AND GIVE UP WHAT IS STILL DUE FROM USURY. IF 
YOU DO NOT, THEN BE WARNED OF WAR FROM 


ALLAH AND HIS MESSENGER". 
(Qur'an, 2, 278) 


From this it is clear that the Muslim must not only 
abandon usury but he is also obliged to fight (in war) 
against usury. The "Islamic bank" is a totally crypto- 
usurious institution and like all usurious institutions must 
be rejected and fought. Beside the falsehood of its very 
name we can enumerate at least three reasons why its 
practice is considered usurious. 


a) The creation and utilization of paper-money 
whose use is a confined monopoly. 


The Shari'a prohibits the forceful imposition of one 
particular merchandise as a single money on the market; 
what is explicitly stated is that money can be any kind of 


merchandise which is socially accepted as a means of 
exchange. If besides this we add to it the character of 
monopoly inherent in a paper-money —without any value 
as commodity— whose value is imposed by the state, then 
it becomes clear the manipulation and acceptance of this 
system has nothing to do with Islam. Moreover given that 
there does not exist a single state in the world where the 
monetary system of paper-money is not applied then this 
is sufficient reason for affirming that the Muslims live in a 
world where authentic Islamic governance is absent. There 
exists no justification of a strategic or political kind for the 
imposition of paper-money as a prop to a possible Islamic 
government: moreover it is a contradiction that a just and 
equitable government finance itself by means of robbing 
from the very people whom it is governing. 


The use of paper-money by any institution is contrary to 


the nature of Islam. In the case of the bank however there 
is an added element to this contradiction, namely the 
capacity of the bank to freely create paper-money by 
means of credit, which is independent of whether this 
paper-money is used for honest business or usurious 
loans. The use of credit to artificially expand the monetary 
resources is emphatically forbidden in the Shari'a. 


"It is not permitted to pay a loan by asking the lender to 
receive payment from a third person who owes money to 
the lender... ". Consequently it is not allowed to settle a 
debt with another debt. 


"It is not permitted that you sell something that you do 
not possess in the understanding that you will buy it and 
will give it to the buyer". 

(‘Al-Risala'of Ibn Abi Zaid Al'Qairawani, chap. 34) 


Malik says: 

"A person should not buy a debt due to another 
person, be he present or absent, without the confirmation 
of the person who owes the debt. He is buying something 
which has not been guaranteed to him and so if the 
contract is not completed that which he has paid loses its 
value. This is an uncertain transaction and is not good." 

((Al-Muwatta of Imam Malik, chap. 31) 


The confirmation of a debt is an indispensable condition 
for its transfer; the confirmation occurs with the 
guaranteeing that the debt can be and will be paid, in 
other words notice will be given that someone with a debt 
which is unpayable will be able to transfer it to another 
person. Not even in debts of sale is the lack of 
confirmation of guarantee permitted. Imam Malik 


distinguishes between someone who becomes indebted for 
something that he possesses and someone who becomes 
indebted for something which he does not have in his 
possession, this latter kind of debt is disapproved of since 
it leads to usury and fraud ("Al-Muwatta, chap. 31), as in 
the case of the banks. The Shari'a prohibits the 
commercialisation or multiplication of a debt without the 
means to guarantee it. Thus, the banking business as such 
cannot exist in Islam; the only function it could have 
would be to restrict itself to being an institution for 
transferring money but without the capacity to expand the 
amount of credit. 


a) the usurping of part ownership 


The second reason why the Islamic bank is a fallacy is 
the constitutive structure of its ownership. In Islam the 


constitution of any business must guarantee the 
identification of ownership and the respect of this 
ownership. There thus exist two forms of constitution for a 
business by two or more persons. 


1 The loan (or qirad) by which the investors 
transfer the property of their investment to 
an agent who manages the business. 


2. Co-ownership in which all the investors have 
made a prior agreement as to the execution 
of a specific business (by means of a 
contract) and in which ownership is based. 
on equality of conditions between all the co- 
owners. 


The structure of the "Islamic banks” is based not on the 


strictness and exactness of the Shari'a but rather on the 
model of the corporation in the West in which the exercise 
of property is not carried out by those who, nominally are 
the owners, but is carried out by means of a system of 
usurpation which we can call "by the majorities". This 
means that the innocent investor who takes part in this 
type of business contract has no protection of his 
investment since neither establishes a business loan 
(qirad), in accordance with the way this type of contract is 
defined, nor is he able to make decisions with respect to 
the very business in which he is a co-owner (unless this 
same person is the majority) since this is not decided 
beforehand in the contract. Thus this type of contract is 
not a business contract but a sophisticated and 
unprotected surrender of one's right of ownership. 
Whoever is the majority at any one time, then that person 
(or group of persons) and only that person is the authentic 


owner of the business. That is to say, in accordance with 
our understanding, the only person who can decide is in 
fact the owner. For this reason the system of majority is 
neither co-ownership, nor, as we shall see, a loan. 


The business loan (qirad) is not a loan of money for a 
specific period made without knowing what it is going to 
be invested in, but rather it is made for the establishment 
of a specific business: 


Malik says: 


"It is not permitted for the agent to stipulate that the 
use of the money of the qirad is his for a certain number 
of years and that it cannot be withdrawn from him 
during this period of time." 

He says: 


"It is not correct that the investor stipulates that the 
money of the girad should not be returned for a certain 
number of years which are specified since the girad is not 
for a specific time." 

("Al-Muwatta” of Imam Malik, chap. 31) 


The contract for the business loan as per qirad implies 
the specifying of the person who is the agent or new owner 
and on whom the total responsibility of the investment 
rests. Thus the loan cannot be established by an 
indeterminate majority (or with the persons who 
represent it if they, between them, form a single co- 
ownership) without jeopardising the exercise of co- 
ownership of the minority co-owners, who are bound by 
the decisions (of the majority) despite disapproving of 
them. 


This means that before one invests in a business one 
firstly has to know what that business is, (according to 
basic conditions which are made known in a reasonable 
way beforehand, and which are complete, with no 
condition wanting in any way); secondly it means that the 
person (or persons) who is the decision maker in such a 
business is the owner (or co-owners) and that reciprocally 
only the owner (or the owners) decides with respect to the 
business; thirdly, that in every co-ownership the owners 
enjoy the same status (the fulfilment of the contract which 
they have all agreed to) even though they participate to 
different degrees (such that the profits are distributed 
proportionally); and fourthly it means that those contracts 
in which, without there occurring any loan, the owner is 
deprived of the right of ownership to exercise control, then 
in these contracts there is a usurpation of ownership. 


In short, the structure of co-ownership of the "Islamic 
bank" in which the shareholders are invited to participate, 
is not acceptable in Islam since it consists of an unjustified 
usurpation of the ownership of the minority shareholders 
in favour of the executive council (or administrator) which 
represents the majority. 


b) The payment of the usurious interest 


Due to the very structures and the arena in which the 
"Islamic bank" deals in a contract, fluctuation in values is 
generated which affects all the individual transactions the 
bank makes. As a result all contracts made by the "Islamic 
bank" are usurious. Short of separating ourselves 
completely from the monetary system then we are of 
necessity justified in affirming that every commercial 
contract made within this system is already usurious since 


the values of one of the commodities which is 
interchanged, namely the paper-money, is being increased 
by pressure, force and the state banking monopoly. The 
usurious nature of these institutions is much deeper 
however: 


. Every loan of a commodity open to 
devaluation and whose value was superior 
when it was received, is usurious. In general 
a loan cannot be made of a commodity 
whose value is changeable. If however a 
devaluation happens unexpectedly the 
payment of a compensation equal to the 
devaluation of the lent merchandise will 
have to be established (and this cannot be 
confused with the interest). This fact denies 
the validity of the principle of "interest-free" 


on which "Islamic banks" are based, since 
paper money cannot be taken as an 
authentic money with a stable value. Every 
time this bank borrows paper-money for a 
time, it gains the devaluation suffered by this 
money during the time of the loan. It is like 
the typical usurious trick which consisted of 
the loaning of wheat when it has limited 
value (during harvest) and the stipulation 
that it be given back when wheat has 
attained a better price on the market (several 
months after the harvest). This however does 
not mean that the taking of an interest which 
is equal to inflation makes the operation of 
loans in paper-money permissible since this 
commodity can never become the object of a 
free and fluctuating evaluation. 


The payment of dividends, except when 
considered as the sharing out of the profits 
of the business and when accepted 
unanimously by all the co-owners is payment 
of usurious interest. The Shari*a contains no 
doubt in this respect: the only possible 
justification for the increase or decrease at 
the time of the return of the loan is the 
resulting profit or loss of the business, 
connected with that loan. None of the parties 
can reserve the use of a part of the profits 
without them having been previously 
distributed: 


"The person who makes an investment cannot 
stipulate that he retain part of the profit without 
sharing it with the agent; likewise the agent 


cannot stipulate that he retain a part of the 
profit without sharing". 
("Al-Muwatta" of Imam Malik, chap. 31) 


This however is what happens when the agent does not 
distribute all the profits but rather an estimation of them. 
The profits are simply the difference between the value (or 
market price) of the invested goods and the value of the 
goods obtained by the business. Then the results or profits 
are not an "objective" estimation but rather a 
demonstrable reality. It may be however that the parties to 
the business contract want to extend the contract and 
continue the profit already made by establishing a 
"mutually acceptable" payment as if it were the same as 
partial payments of the total profit. But this "mutually 
acceptable" payment means that if even one of the parties 
was not in agreement with the proposition to continue the 


business or not in agreement with the calculation of the 
profit which has been "objectively" estimated by someone 
—or even a majority of the co-owners— then he can, by 
exercising his right of ownership, dissolve the business 
and verify —by the sale of the business goods— if the 
estimate was correct or not. This will not violate the right 
of ownership of the rest of the co-owners since the 
contract will have been completed; besides this can be 
continued by buying it again from the sale of liquidation of 
the person who does not want to continue or who does not 
accept the profits which have been estimated. The 
calculation of the resulting profits is logically identical for 
all types of business whether they be established by way of 
a business loan (or qirad) or as co-owner-ship. The qirad 
in general is established for a particular business with a 
particular person, where the results must be clearly 
defined. This is the opposite of the Islamic bank contract 


in which the investor invests in a basket of businesses 
where it is impossible to determine their definitive nature 
or the identity of the parties, or what will be the exact 
results. Therefore, what they call a contract is not a valid 
business contract under Islamic law. In fact, what it is, is 
an agreement in which ownership is illegally surrendered. 


In short, the system of calculation or estimation of the 
dividends of the modern corporations adopted by the 
"Islamic banks", are not the actual resulting profits of the 
business and as such, by their excessive estimation or 
underestimation, they represent a usurious interest. Even 
besides the fact that this estimation cannot possibly 
always be correct, there is the fact that the very contract 
itself is unacceptable, since in the type of contract that the 
corporation makes with the shareholders the fact that the 
latter have to renounce their right of co-ownership 


without even being able to refuse what they consider to be 
an incorrect estimation represents an illegitimate 
usurpation of ownership. 


Usury has corrupted the market, transforming it into a 
usurious system. There is no way of establishing an 
(equitable) market without going outside of the modern 
monetary and financial systems. All attempts to 
recuperate an (equitable) Islamic market with (equitable) 
Islamic business and transactions must be based on the 
Quranic principle of Equity (al-‘Adl, Qur'an 2, 282) which 
is also defined in the Shari*‘a. Islam, besides being the 
situation of the Muslims themselves, a situation based on 
the Qur'an and our tradition of fiqh, is and has been for 
centuries an impregnable fortress of guidance and source 
of unparalleled knowledge for the Muslims. The “Islamic 
bank" is a Trojan horse which has been infiltrated into 


Dar al-Islam. 


POSTFACE 


Islam is deen al-fitr, it means, the natural transaction 
with Allah, the science of living in this world of forms. 
Islam means submission to Allah, which implies the non- 
submission to anything other than Him. This is the radical 
freedom of the Muslim. 


Living in Islam teaches to the Muslim that the 
transformation of the social medium, in its authentic 
sense, is only possible by the transformation of the self, 
and what is more important, with the permission of the 
One who has created and governs the world: Allah, may 
He be glorified. This is what makes the Muslim lose his 
fear of existence, because he only fears Allah. 


When he knows Allah in this way, the Muslim is able to 
understand that every act is worship of Allah. He knows 
that there is no separation between politics and the 
worship of Allah, nor between trade and worship of Him. 
In this state, the Muslim understands that he lives only by 
Allah and for Allah, he depends on and has confidence in 
Him. 


We ask Allah-ta'ala, to be a clear guidance to those who 
look for the way of Islam, that is able to illuminate their 
hearts. And blessing and peace on our beloved Prophet 
Muhammad, his Family and Companions. 


www.thecreativenerds.ie 


